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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 

Hollywood,  California  90028 

(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


RECEIVED 
MAY  1  I  1993 
HUB  LAW  OFFICES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  ) 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not-for-profit) 
religious  corporation,  ) 

) 

Plaintiff,  ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

vs.  ) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

NOTICE  OF  MOTION  AND 
MOTION  FOR  CLARIFICATION  OR 
ALTERNATIVELY  TO  REQUIRE 
THE  POSTING  OF  AN 
UNDERTAKING  PENDING  APPEAL 
BY  DEFENDANT  ARMSTRONG; 
MEMORANDUM  OF  POINTS  AND 
AUTHORITIES;  DECLARATION  OF 
LAURIE  BARTILSON  AND 
EXHIBITS  IN  SUPPORT  THEREOF 

[C.C.P.  §  917.9] 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  through 
25,  inclusive, 


)  DATE;  May  26,  1993 
)  TIME:  8:30  a.m. 

)  DEPT:  30 


Defendants. 


AND  RELATED  CROSS-COMPLAINT 


)  DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  TRIAL  DATE:  Vacated 
) 


TO  ALL  PARTIES  AND  THEIR  ATTORNEYS  OF  RECORD: 

PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  that  on  May  26,  1993,  at  8:30  a.m.,  or  as  soon 
thereafter  as  the  matter  may  be  heard,  in  Department  30  of  the  above-entitled 
Court,  located  at  1 1 1  North  Hill  Street,  Los  Angeles,  California  90012,  plaintiff, 
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CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL  ("plaintiff"),  by  its  attorneys, 
BOWLES  &  MOXON  and  WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO,  will  and  hereby  does 


move  the  Court  for  an  Order  ( 1  )xlahfymgjts  minute  order  of  March  23,  1993,  to 
specify  that  the  injunction  entered  by  Judge  Sohigian  in  this  matter  on  May  28, 
1992  ("the  lnjunction"][^no^stayed  pending  defendant's  appeal  of  that  Injunction 
and,  alternatively,  (2)  requiring  that  defendant  Gerald  Armstrong  post  an 


undertaking  pending  appeal  in  the  amount  of  $200,000,  pursuant  to  C.C.P. 
§917.9.  As  grounds  for  this  motion,  plaintiff  states  that  Armstrong  has  seized  on 
the  Court's  minute  order  staying  the  proceedings  herein  to  provide  him  with  an 
excuse  to  violate  the  injunction;  that  because  the  Injunction  is  a  prohibitory 
injunction,  no  stay  of  the  Injunction  was  ordered;  that  Armstrong  has  repeatedly 
violated  the  Injunction  and  the  Settlement  Agreement;  that  Armstrong  has  stated 
his  intention  to  disregard  the  Injunction  and  the  Settlement  Agreement;  that 
Armstrong  is  likely  to  continue  to  do  so,  to  the  continuing  detriment  of  plaintiff; 
that  plaintiff  has  already  demonstrated  that  it  is  likely  to  prevail  on  the  merits  in 
this  action,  and  that  the  Agreement  is  valid. 

This  motion  is  based  on  this  notice  of  motion  and  motion,  the  accompanying 
memorandum  of  points  and  authorities,  Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  and  the 
exhibits  thereto,  the  file  of  this  case,  and  such  other  evidence  and  argument  as 
may  properly  come  before  the  Court  on  the  hearing  of  this  matter. 

Dated:  May  10,  1993  Respectfully  submitted, 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 


Wilson 

W^StfN,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

On  March  23,  1993,  this  Court  stayed  the  proceedings  herein,  pending 
decision  by  the  Court  of  Appeal  in  an  appeal  taken  by  defendant  Gerald  Armstrong 
("Armstrong")  from  the  preliminary  injunction  issued  in  this  case  on  May  28, 

1992.1  The  Court's  Stay  Order  [Ex.  A]  specifically  states  that  Armstrong's 
motion  for  stay  of  the  proceedings  is  granted,  and  vacates  matters  set  for  hearing 
in  Department  30.  However,  the  Stay  Order  does  not  mention  the  status  of  the 
Injunction  during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal.  Because  the  Injunction  is  obviously 
a  prohibitory  injunction,  plaintiff  Church  of  Scientology  International  ("plaintiff"  or 
"the  Church")  assumed  from  the  Court's  silence  that  no  stay  of  the  Injunction  itself 
was  ordered  or  intended.  It  has  now  become  apparent,  however,  that  Armstrong 
has  interpreted  the  Court's  silence  as  a  license  to  violate  the  Injunction  with 
impunity  while  these  proceedings  are  stayed. 

By  letter  to  plaintiff's  counsel  dated  May  3,  1993,  Armstrong  asserted  his 
intention  to  continue  to  wilfully  violate  both  the  Injunction  and  the  underlying 
settlement  agreement,  claiming  that  the  Stay  Order  "has  the  effect  as  well  of 
staying  the  injunction;  therefore  I  am  not  constrained  even  by  the  narrow 
prohibitions  of  Judge  Sohigian's  ruling.  And  therefore  I  am  free  as  any  other 
person  in  this  free  nation  to  speak,  write  and  appear  as  I  am  so  guided."  [Ex.  B,  p. 
2.] 

California  law  is  clear,  however,  that  while  a  mandatory  injunction  is 
automatically  stayed  pending  an  appeal,  a  prohibitory  injunction,  such  as  the  one 
entered  here,  is  not.  Plaintiff  accordingly  requests  that  the  Court  clarify  its  Stay 
Order  to  include  a  specific  finding  that  the  Injunction  is  prohibitory,  and  not  stayed.  I 

1  Hereinafter,  the  Court's  Order  of  March  23,  1993  staying  proceedings  shall  be 
referred  to  as  the  "Stay  Order."  The  Order  of  May  28,  1992,  granting  preliminary 
injunction  shall  be  referred  to  as  the  "Injunction." 
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Alternatively,  because  of  Armstrong's  past  and  current  activities,  and  in 
order  to  protect  its  interests  pending  the  appeal,  plaintiff  requests  that  the  stay 
granted  to  Armstrong  be  conditioned  on  the  provision  of  an  undertaking,  pursuant 
to  C.C.P.  §917.9,  should  this  Court  find  the  Injunction  to  be  stayed  pending 
appeal.  r 


II.  STATEMENT  OF  FACTS 

In  1986,  plaintiff  and  Armstrong  signed  a  Settlement  Agreement,  which 
purported  to  end  a  period  of  bitter  litigation  between  plaintiff  and  Armstrong. 
Armstrong  agreed  to  dismiss  his  pending  claims,  to  return  documents  which  he 
had  stolen  from  plaintiff,  to  stop  aiding  other  litigants  against  plaintiff  and  related 
entities,  and  to  stop  his  unceasing  flow  of  vituperative  misinformation  concerning 
the  Scientology  faith  and  its  adherents.  In  return,  Armstrong  received  $800,000. 
Five  years  later,  Armstrong  has  testified,  he  chose  to  "transfer"  all  of  his  remaining 
assets  to  others,2  and  embarked  on  a  course  of  conduct  in  violation  of  the 
Agreement.  This  action  to  enforce  the  Settlement  Agreement  ensued. 

A.  Breaches  For  Which  Injunction  Has  Properly  Issued 
On  May  28,  1992,  after  two  days  of  hearing  on  plaintiff's  motion  for 
preliminary  injunction.  Judge  Sohigian  found,  inter  alia,  that: 

1 .  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.3  CCP  526(4) 


2  According  to  Armstrong's  most  recent  deposition,  however,  the  "transfer" 
appears  to  have  been  largely  a  sham,  as  most  of  the  assets  were  simply  moved  to 
a  corporation  created  and  owned  by  Armstrong.  [Ex.  C,  March  10,  1993 
Deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong,  pp.  544-546,  552-557.] 

Evidence  of  many  additional  violations  of  the  Agreement,  including  evidence 
of  Armstrong's  media  appearances,  was  not  available  to  the  Church  until  after  the 
hearing  on  the  preliminary  injunction  was  held.  Armstrong  deliberately  avoided 
appearing  for  deposition  until  after  the  Injunction  had  issued.  [Dec.  of  Laurie  J. 
Bartilson,  11  2-3.]  Hence,  Judge  Sohigian's  order  simply  did  not  address 
Armstrong's  media  appearances  and  interviews  in  violation  of  the  Agreement,  but 

(continued...)  | 
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and  (5). 

2.  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order 
referred  to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do 
irreparable  harm  to  plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by 
monetary  damages.  CCP  526(2). 

3.  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf.  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co..  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller)  (1985)  170 
Cal.App.3d  438. 

4.  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of  the 
preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See  Robbins 
vs.  Superior  Court  (County  of  Sacramento)  (1985)  38  Cal. 3d  199, 
206. 


5.  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 

[Ex.  E,  p.  1.]  Accordingly,  the  Injunction  issued.  At  the  time,  Judge  Sohigian 

considered  Armstrong's  voluminous  arguments  that  the  Agreement  was  "unfair," 

"illegal"  and/or  a  violation  of  public  policy,  and  said  that  the  restraints  imposed  by 

the  Injunction  on  Armstrong's  conduct, 

[Pjroperly  balance  and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a) 
protectable  interests  of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable 
interests  of  the  public  at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and 
impartial  justice  through  legitimate  and  properly  formed  civil  and 
criminal  judicial  proceedings  and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest 
involved  in  what  the  record  demonstrates  defendant  might 
communicate  in  derogation  of  the  contractual  language;  and  (e)  the 
reasonable  interpretation  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of 
all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties  indicates  that  this  is  the  correct 
decisional  process.  The  law  appropriately  favors  settlement 
agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation  on  freedom  of  contract  is 
"public  policy";  in  determining  the  scope  of  their  agreement  in  the 
specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court  has  weighed  the 


3(.. .continued) 

concerned  the  provision  of  aid  to  adverse  litigants.  Thereafter,  the  Church 
amended  its  complaint  to  detail  additional  breaches,  admitted  by  Armstrong, 
including  interviews  with  reporters  for  Cable  Network  News  and  The  American 
Lawyer,  as  well  as  the  provision  of  aid  to  still  more  litigants  and  their  attorneys. 
[Am. Complaint,  Sixth  &  Seventh  Causes  of  Action] 
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factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this  section.  Litigants  have 
a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom,  even  to  the  extent  of 
agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which  they  might  otherwise 
have. 

Id-,  P-  3. 

The  Injunction  clearly  prohibits  Armstrong  from  providing  voluntary  assistance 
to  claimants  adverse  to  plaintiff.4  [id.,  p.  2,  5  6.]  These  particular  prohibitions 
against  Armstrong  voluntarily  assisting  litigants  and  other  claimants  were  based  on 
paragraph  7G  of  the  December,  1986  Settlement  Agreement.5 

Less  than  a  month  after  the  Injunction  was  issued,  Armstrong  asserted  under 
oath  in  deposition  that  he  would  not  honor  its  terms: 

I  have  absolutely  no  intention  of  honoring  that  settlement 
agreement.  I  cannot.  I  cannot  logically.  I  cannot  ethically.  I  cannot 
morally.  I  cannot  psychically.  I  cannot  philosophically.  I  cannot 
spiritually.  I  cannot  in  any  way.  And  it  is  firmly  my  intention  to  not 
honor  it. 

Q.  No  matter  what  a  court  says? 


4  As  to  the  persons  protected  by  this  prohibition  against  assistance  of  adversaries, 
paragraph  1  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  states,  in  relevant  part:  ".  .  .the 
officers,  agents,  representative  employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors, 
assigns,  and  legal  counsel  of  [Church  of  Scientology  International]  as  well  as  the 
Church  of  Scientology  California,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigned  and  legal  counsel;  Religious  Technology 
Center,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  all  Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated 
organizations  and  entities  and  their  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate  and  its  executor;  Author's  Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries 
and  its  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue  Hubbard  ...." 

, 

Paragraph  7G  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  states: 

i 

G.  Plaintiff  [Armstrong]  agrees  that  he  will  not  voluntarily  assist  or 
cooperate  with  any  person  adverse  to  Scientology  in  any  proceeding 
against  any  of  the  Scientology  organizations,  individuals,  or  entities 
listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  Plaintiff  also  agrees  that  he  will  not 
cooperate  in  any  manner  with  any  organization  aligned  against 
Scientology. 

[Exhibit  D,  Settlement  Agreement.] 
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No  court  can  order  it.  They're  going  to  have  to  kill  me. 
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[Exhibit  F,  June  24,  1992  Deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong,  p.  124.] 

Armstrong's  intention  to  ignore  the  Injunction  was  reiterated  in  a  letter  sent 
by  Armstrong  to  plaintiff's  counsel,  dated  December  22,  1992.  [Exhibit  G.]  In 
that  letter,  which  is  copied  to  his  own  attorneys  but  not  sent  by  them,6  Armstrong 
threatens  that,  if  he  is  not  paid  $500,000  and  this  lawsuit  dismissed,  he  intends  to 
travel  voluntarily  to  South  Africa  to  testify  against  a  Church  of  Scientology,  give 
interviews  to  the  media,  and  voluntarily  assist  anyone  and  everyone  opposing 
Churches  that  he  can  locate,  [[d.,  pp.  3,  4,  6,  7,  8.]  Expressing  the  viewpoint 
that  the  Injunction  places  no  restrictions  whatsoever  on  his  conduct,  Armstrong 
states: 

I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone  can,  except  testify 
absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am  permitted  to  do  I  am  going  to 
do.  .  .  . 

I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all  those  people  I 
consider  you  attack  unjustly  and  senselessly.  I  will  make  my 
knowledge  and  support  available  to  the  Cult  Awareness  Network,  a 
group  of  people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the  litigation  you  have 
fomented  against  them  ...  I  will  even  make  my  knowledge  and 
support  available  to  entities  like  Time  and  people  like  Rich  Behar  in 
their  defenses  from  your  attacks.7 

[Exhibit  G,  p.  3.]  In  that  same  letter,  Armstrong  makes  plain  the  personal 


6  In  what  can  only  be  described  as  deliberate  harassment,  Armstrong  also  sent 
copies  of  the  letter  to  35  individuals  and  groups,  including  anti-Church  litigants, 
such  as  Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran,  Larry  Wollersheim  and  Joseph  Yanny,  and 
lawyers  who  represent  clients  in  actions  brought  against  one  of  more  churches, 
including  Toby  Plevin,  John  Elstead,  and  Dan  Leipold.  In  deposition,  Armstrong,  on 
the  advice  of  Mr.  Greene,  refused  to  testify  concerning  this  letter,  claiming  a  Fifth 
Amendment  privilege.  However,  Armstrong's  former  attorney,  Toby  Plevin,  has 
testified  that  she  received  the  letter  at  approximately  the  same  time  as  plaintiff's 
counsel,  and  that  the  distinctive  signature  on  it  is  plainly  that  of  Armstrong.  [Ex. 

H,  Deposition  of  Toby  Plevin,  March  11,1 993  at  pp.  1 9-20.] 

7  Behar  is  the  author  of  a  Time  cover  story  concerning  the  Church  which  ran  in 
May,  1991.  The  Church  is  presently  engaged  in  a  lawsuit  against  Time  and  Behar 
for  defamation. 
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There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that  in  order  to 
defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund  the  defense  of  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must  speak  and  must  publish.  I'm  sure 
you  understand  that  I  remain  completely  confident  that  no  court,  other 
than  the  odd  one  vour  mercenaries  are  able  to  compromise  with 

bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  not  to  defend  myself. 

[id.  p.  5  (emphasis  supplied).] 

Since  the  Injunction,  Armstrong  has  defiantly  aided  claimants  and  litigants 
that  fall  within  the  above-quoted  prohibitions.  That  provision  of  voluntary 
assistance  has  included  aid  to: 

1 .  Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran 

The  primary  evidence  provided  by  plaintiff  to  the  Court  in  obtaining  the 
Injunction  was  evidence,  most  of  it  in  Armstrong's  own  hand,  that  Armstrong  was 
reaching  out  to  provide  aid  and  assistance  to  attorneys  Joseph  Yanny  and  Ford 
Greene  in  the  case  of  Vicki  Aznaran  and  Richard  Aznaran  v.  Church  of  Scientology 
International,  et  al..  U.S.  District  Court,  Central  District  of  California  No.  CV-88- 
1786-JMI(Ex)  ("the  Aznaran  case").  Since  the  Injunction  issued,  Armstrong  has 
continued  to  work  in  Mr.  Greene's  office  as  a  paralegal,  and  has  admitted  that  he 
has  continued  to  aid  Mr.  Greene  on  the  Armstrong  case.  [See.  Memorandum  of 
Points  and  Authorities  in  Support  of  Plaintiff's  Application  for  Order  to  Show  Cause 
Re:  Contempt,  pp.  6-7;  Exhibit  F,  October  8  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  448-451.] 

2.  Tillie  Good,  Denise  Cantin  and  Ed  Roberts 

Moreover,  Armstrong  has  admitted  providing  assistance  through  Greene  to 
three  other  potential  litigants  pursuing  claims  against  Church  entities  that  fall 
within  the  scope  of  the  Injunction:  (a)  Tillie  Good;  (b)  Denise  Cantin;  and  (c)  Ed 
Roberts.  [Exhibit  I,  October  8  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  451-458.]  While  Mr. 
Greene  foreclosed  inquiry  into  the  specifics  of  Armstrong's  assistance  in  these 
cases,  claiming  the  attorney-client  and  work  product  privileges  on  behalf  of  Good, 
Cantin  and  Roberts  for  Armstrong's  work  [jd.],  Armstrong  did  admit  that  he  had 


6 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l: 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2. 

2! 

2 ' 

2' 

2! 


met  with  and  interviewed  Mr.  Roberts  concerning  the  latter's  Church  dispute  and 
has  spoken  with  him  some  seven  times  since  then.  [id.  at  455-457.] 

Indeed,  Armstrong's  assistance  to  Mr.  Roberts  is  apparently  independent  of 
any  assistance  which  Armstrong  provides  to  Mr.  Greene.  In  his  December  22 
letter,  Armstrong  asserted  that  he  "is  the  only  person  in  the  world  willing  to  help 
Mr.  Roberts  against  your  organization."  [Exhibit  G,  p.  7.]  In  that  letter,  Armstrong 
includes  the  payment  of  an  unspecified  amount  to  Mr.  Roberts  as  a  "condition"  to 
the  ending  of  Armstrong's  campaign  of  harassment  against  plaintiff.  Qd.  p.  6-7.] 

B.  Continuing  Breaches  of  the  Agreement  and  the  Injunction 
Moreover,  Armstrong  has  not  confined  his  post-injunction  anti-Church 
activities  to  the  provision  of  aid  to  litigants  while  acting  as  Greene's  paralegal.  On 
November  6,  1992,  while  attending  a  Cult  Awareness  Network  convention, 
Armstrong  engaged  in  a  lengthy  videotaped  interview  concerning  his  purported 
Church  experiences,  with,  inter  alia.  anti-Church  litigant  Jerry  Whitfield.  [Exhibit  J, 
transcript  of  November  6,  1992  interview  at  convention  of  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network;  Exhibit  K,  videotape  thereof.] 

Further,  Armstrong  has  now  chosen  to  interpret  this  Court's  Stay  Order  as  a 
free  license  to  violate  without  consequence  both  the  Agreement  and  the  Injunction. 
On  April  28,  1993,  the  Church  learned  that  Armstrong  planned  an  appearance  on 
KFAX  radio,  in  San  Francisco,  to  discuss  his  experiences  with  Scientology.  The 
Church's  counsel  put  Armstrong  and  the  station  on  notice  that  the  Church  would 
consider  such  an  action  a  wilful  violation  of  the  Agreement.  [Ex.  K.]  Armstrong's 
response  was  to  refer  to  the  Agreement  as  "obscene,"  and  settlement  agreements 
in  general  as  an  "antisocial  practice"  of  the  Church.  [Ex.  B.]  Armstrong  then 
stated  that  the  Stay  Order  had  "freed"  him  from  any  constraints  which  had  been 
placed  on  him  by  the  Injunction,  [[d.,  p.  2.]  Stating  that  he  would  "try  with  all 
[his]  might  to  do  what  I  am  called  to  do,"  Armstrong  then  threatened  the  Church 
with  still  more  media  appearances  "in  the  near  future"  and  "talks  to  various 
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groups"  should  the  Church  not  immediately  accede  to  his  demands. 


C.  The  Stay  Order 

The  stay  order,  issued  by  this  Court  on  March  23,  1993,  states  only  that 
"[t]he  action  is  stayed,"  based  on  C.C.P.  §916.  [Ex.  A]  In  so  holding,  this  Court 
quoted  that  portion  of  §91 6(a)  which  provides,  ".  r  .an  appeal  stays  proceedings  in 
the  trial  court  upon  the  .  .  .  order  appealed  from  or  upon  matters  embraced  therein 
or  affected  thereby.  .  .  ."  This  Court  did  not  quote  the  next  phrase  of  §91 6(a), 
which  says  "including  enforcement  of  the  judgment  or  order.  .  .  This  is 
consistent  with  the  case  law,  discussed  in  Part  III,  infra,  which  uniformly  holds  that 
a  prohibitory  injunction  is  not  stayed  while  an  appeal  is  pending.  Plaintiff 
reasonably  interpreted  the  Court's  order  to  mean  that  although  the  proceedings 
were  stayed,  Armstrong  was  still  bound  by  the  Injunction.  Armstrong's  deliberate 
twisting  of  the  Court's  order  to  mean  that  he  is  free  to  violate  the  Injunction  has 
necessitated  this  motion  for  clarification. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  is  plain  that  only  a  direct  and  definite 
statement  from  this  Court  has  any  chance  of  impressing  upon  Armstrong  his  legal 
obligations,  and  plaintiff  rightfully  requests  that  the  Court  provide  it  with  some 
protection  for  its  claims  during  the  pendency  of  the  stay.  The  protection  which 
plaintiff  requests  is:  (1)  maintenance  of  the  Injunction  pending  appeal;  or, 
alternatively,  (2)  an  undertaking  posted  by  Armstrong. 

III. 

ARGUMENT 

A.  The  Injunction  Should  Not  Be  Staved 
While  The  Appeal  Is  Pending 

A  line  of  California  cases,  unbroken  for  more  than  one  hundred  years, 
provides  that,  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §91  6(a)  and  its  predecessor,  former  C.C.P. 

§949,  "mandatory  injunctions  are  automatically  stayed  by  appeal  unless  otherwise 
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provided  by  statute.  Prohibitory  injunctions,  however,  are  not  stayed." 
Agricultural  Labor  Relations  Board  v.  Kern  County  Superior  Court  (1984)  149 


Cal.App.3d  709,  712,  fn.  2,  196  Cal.Rptr.  920,  922  (citations  omitted);  Dewey  v. 
Superior  Court  (1889)  81  Cal.  64,  67-68,  22  P.  333;  Rubin  v.  American 
Sportsmen  Television  Equity  Soc.  (1951)  102  Ca!.App.2d  288,  227  P.2d  303. 
Here,  the  Injunction  prohibits  Armstrong  from  engaging  in  a  course  of  conduct 
which  the  Court  found  to  be  in  violation  of  a  valid  Settlement  Agreement.  There  is 
no  authority  for  the  staying  of  such  an  injunction. 

According  to  the  Civil  Code,  a  mandatory  or  "specific"  injunction  compels  a 
party  to  do  "that  which  ought  to  be  done."  C.C.  §3367(2).  A  preventative  or 
prohibitory  injunction,  in  contrast,  prohibits  a  party  from  doing  "that  which  ought 
not  to  be  done."  C.C.  §3368.  It  requires  a  party  "to  refrain  from  a  particular  act." 
C.C.P.  §525.  The  cases  note  that, 

The  purpose  of  mandatory  relief  is  to  compel  the  performance 
of  a  substantive  act  or  a  change  in  the  relative  positions  of  the 
parties.  Bv  contrast,  the  prohibitive  order  seeks  to  restrain  a  party 
from  a  course  of  conduct  or  to  halt  a  particular  condition.  The 
character  of  prohibitory  injunctive  relief,  however,  is  not  changed  to 
mandatory  in  nature  merely  because  it  incidentally  requires 
performance  of  an  affirmative  act. 

People  v.  Mobile  Magic  Sales.  Inc.  (1979)  96  Cal.App.3d  1,  13,  157  Cal.Rptr. 

749,  756  (emphasis  supplied). 

An  examination  of  the  cases  distinguishing  these  two  types  of  injunction 
makes  it  plain  that  the  Injunction  in  this  case  is  a  prohibitory  injunction.  In  People 
v.  Mobile  Magic  Sales.  Inc.,  supra,  for  example,  mobile  home  dealers  were  enjoined 
from  displaying  mobile  homes  for  sale  in  certain  mobile  home  parks,  because  the 
displays  violated  a  particular  code  section.  The  injunction  required  them  to  remove 
mobile  homes  which  were  already  on  display.  Nonetheless,  the  Court  of  Appeal 
found  that  this  was  a  prohibitory  injunction,  stating,  "While  the  act  of  removal  is 
an  affirmative  act,  it  is  incidental  to  the  injunction's  prohibitive  objective  to  restrain 
further  violation  of  a  statutory  provision."  [d.  Similarly,  in  Rubin  v.  American 
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Sportsman,  supra,  the  court  enjoined  defendants,  members  of  a  forming  wrestlers' 

union,  from  picketing  the  Long  Beach  Municipal  Auditorium  during  the  hours  when 

plaintiff  was  broadcasting  wrestling  matches.  The  wrestlers  contended  that  by 

limiting  their  picketing  hours,  the  court  was  frustrating  the  potential  formation  and 

growth  of  the  union,  and  that  this  harm  to  the  union  was  irreparable,  requiring  a 

stay  pending  appeal  of  the  injunction.  The  Court  of  Appeal  disagreed,  holding: 

It  is  quite  obvious  that  the  preliminary  injunction  complained  of  is 
prohibitory  and  not  mandatory.  Compliance  with  its  terms  does  not 
require  petitioners  to  do  anything.  They  are  merely  required  to  refrain 
from  picketing  the  Long  Beach  Municipal  Auditorium  during  the  hours 
when  respondent  is  using  it  for  his  wrestling  exhibitions.  .  .  . 

227  P.2d  at  306. 

So,  here,  Armstrong  is  not,  by  the  terms  of  the  Injunction,  required  to  "do 
anything."  He  is  merely  required  to  refrain  from  doing  certain  things,  all  of  which 
he  contracted  with  plaintiff  not  to  do,  and  for  which  contract  he  has  been 
handsomely  compensated.  Accord.  Youngblood  v.  Wilcox  (1989)  207  Cal.App.3d 
1368,  1372,  fn.  1,  255  Cal.Rptr.  527,  529  (injunction  which  restrained  country 
club  from  interfering  with  plaintiffs'  enjoyment  of  benefits  of  lifetime  membership 
was  prohibitory,  even  though  country  club  had  revoked  membership  prior  to 
issuance  of  injunction).  Because  the  Injunction  is  prohibitory,  Armstrong  is  not 
entitled  to  have  it  stayed  pending  appeal. 

Indeed,  in  issuing  the  Injunction,  Judge  Sohigian  has  already  examined  the 
equities,  and  found  that,  if  the  Injunction  were  not  in  place,  Armstrong's 
"threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  .  .  .  would  do  irreparable  harm 
to  plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages."  [Ex.  C  at  1.] 
Without  the  Injunction,  plaintiff  is  deprived  of  the  benefits  of  the  Settlement 
Agreement  on  a  daily  basis,  without  the  possibility  of  adequate  compensation,  and 
with  literally  no  remedy  to  restrain  or  impede  Armstrong's  heedless  misconduct. 

Ill 

III 


10 


4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


B.  Should  This  Court  Order  the  Injunction  Staved,  Armstrong  Must  Be 
Required  To  Post  An  Undertaking 

C. C.P.  §91 7.9(a)  provides  in  relevant  part  that, 

The  perfecting  of  an  appeal  shall  not  stay  enforcement  of  the 
judgment  or  order  in  cases  not  provided  for  in  Sections  917.1  through 
917.8  if  the  trial  court,  in  its  discretion,  requires  an  undertaking  and 
the  undertaking  is  not  given.  The  undertaking  shall  be  in  the  sum 
fixed  by  the  court;  it  shall  be  conditioned  upon  the  performance  of  the 
judgment  or  order  appealed  from  if  the  judgment  or  order  is  affirmed  . 

.  .  and  it  shall  provide  that  if  the  judgment  or  order  appealed  from  or 
any  part  of  it  is  affirmed  .  .  .  the  appellant  will  pay  all  damages  which 
the  respondent  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  stay  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  judgment. 

This  Code  section,  and  its  predecessor,  C.C.P.  §949,  have  frequently  been 
used  by  California  courts  to  protect  successful  litigants  during  the  sometimes- 
lengthy  appellate  process.  See,  e.g..  Conrad  v.  Superior  Court  (1988)  201 
Cal.App.3d  1362,  247  Cal.Rptr.  712  (on  remand,  trial  court  ordered  to  require 
plaintiffs  to  post  bond  pursuant  to  §917.9,  pending  appeal  of  trial  court's  order 
vacating  default  judgment,  because  plaintiffs  retained  possession  of  property  they 
had  collected  in  reliance  on  the  vacated  default);  Mav  v.  Mav  (1969)  275 
Cal.App.2d  264,  79  Cal.Rptr.  622  (trial  court  acted  within  its  discretion  when  it 
ordered  wife  appealing  divorce  decree  to  post  bond,  pursuant  to  §917.9's 
predecessor,  §949,  to  secure  her  future  performance  of  terms  of  property  decree, 
should  appeal  prove  unsuccessful);  Cowan  v.  Stan's  Drive-Ins.  Inc.  (1955)  136 
Cal.App.2d  95,  288  P.2d  291  (trial  court  properly  required  undertaking  from 
employer  who  appealed  arbitration  award,  even  though  precise  amount  of 
judgment  was  uncertain  at  time  of  appeal).  In  Balestrieri  v.  Sullivan  (1956)  138 
Cal.App.2d  559,  292  P.2d  310,  for  example,  the  court  entered  a  mandatory 
injunction  ordering  the  defendants  to  remove  a  fence  from  property  which  was 
adjudged  to  belong  to  plaintiff.  Defendants  appealed,  staying  the  injunction,  and 
plaintiff  sought  and  obtained  an  order  requiring  defendants  to  post  an  undertaking 
during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal.  The  Court  of  Appeal  held  that  predecessor 
statute  C.C.P.  §949  clearly  applied  to  a  case  involving  a  mandatory  injunction,  and 
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that  the  court  had  properly  exercised  its  discretion,  given  the  continuing  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  resulted  from  the  stay  of  the  proceedings  pending  appeal. 

Section  917.9  undertakings  are  set  pursuant  to  the  trial  court's  discretion, 
but  they  serve  the  purpose,  like  all  undertakings,  of  preventing  a  losing  party  from 
turning  the  prevailing  party's  trial  court  verdict  into  a  Pyrrhic  victory.  Such 
undertakings  ensure  that  while  an  appeal  is  pending,  the  appellant  does  not  pursue 
a  course  of  conduct  which  causes  further  damage  to  the  successful  respondent, 
and  which  leaves  the  respondent  without  adequate  compensation. 

Here,  Armstrong  has  sworn  that  he  intends  to  continue  violating  the  order 
from  which  he  has  appealed,  regardless  of  what  a  court  tells  him.  Each  time  that 
he  violates  the  order  by  aiding  another  litigant  against  the  Church,  the  Church  is 
harmed,  in  a  manner  which  Judge  Sohigian  has  already  termed  irreparable.  Since 
the  action  was  filed,  he  has  also  repeatedly  violated  other  terms  of  the  Agreement 
(e.g.,  the  November  6,  1992  video),  and  plaintiff  has  no  assurance  that  he  will 
have  the  wherewithal  to  satisfy  any  judgment  obtainable  after  this  interlocutory 
appeal.8  A  stay  of  the  Injunction,  without  any  conditions,  solely  because  of 
Armstrong's  appeal  of  the  Injunction,  thus  acts  as  a  significant  injustice  to  plaintiff, 
who  has  acted  in  this  matter  only  to  pursue  and  obtained  that  which  it  lawfully 
bargained  for  six  years  ago. 

Indeed,  the  Church  was  required  to  post  a  bond  of  $75,000  when  the 
Injunction  issued,  which  it  posted  promptly.  Unless  Armstrong  is  required  to  post 
a  similar  undertaking,  the  Church  will  be  subjected  to  the  injustice  of  winning 
below,  yet  being  the  only  party  required  to  "guarantee"  a  judgment. 

IV.  CONCLUSION 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  enjoined  by  this  Court  on  May  28,  1992,  from 


8  Armstrong  has  initiated  a  group  called  the  "Renunciates"  which  advocate  the 
"renunciation"  of  all  material  wealth.  [Ex.  L.] 
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inflicting  furthv,.  harm  on  plaintiff  pending  the  triai  of  this  matter,  has  obtained  a 
stay  of  all  proceedings  which  requires  clarification  and  modification  if  plaintiff's 
rights  are  to  be  preserved.  Armstrong's  conduct  preceding  this  action,  and  during 
its  pendency,  illustrates  that  Armstrong  is  determined  to  continue  his  violation  of 
plaintiff's  rights  under  the  Settlement  Agreement, ..and  that  he  will  use  any  excuse 
to  justify  his  conduct  in  doing  so.  Case  law  is  clear  both  that  the  Injunction  issued 
in  this  case  is  prohibitory,  and  thus  not  stayed  pending  appeal,  and  that  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  the  posting  of  an  undertaking  by  Armstrong  while  his  requested  stay 
prevents  plaintiff  from  obtaining  a  trial  of  this  action  on  its  merits. 

Accordingly,  plaintiff  requests  that  the  Court: 

(1)  Clarify  the  Stay  Order  by  adjudicating  the  Injunction,  prohibitory  in 
nature,  is  not  stayed  pending  appeal,  and  must  be  followed  by  Armstrong;  or  in  the 
alternative, 

(2)  Require  Armstrong  to  post  an  undertaking,  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §917.9,  in 
the  amount  of  $200,000,  to  preserve  the  ordered  stay  of  proceedings  pending 
appeal. 

Dated:  May  10,  1993  Respectfully  submitted, 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 


Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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I,  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  hereby  declare: 


1.  I  am  a  member  of  the  law  firm  of  Bowles  &  Moxon  and  am  an 
attorney  admitted  to  practice  in  the  State  of  California.  My  firm  represents  plaintiff 
Church  of  Scientology  International  ("Church")  in  the  instant  case.  I  have  personal 
knowledge  of  the  matters  specified  in  this  declaration  and,  if  called  upon  to  testify 
on  such  matters,  would  and  could  do  so  competently. 

2.  This  action  was  filed  on  February  4,  1992.  Armstrong  was  served  on 
that  date  with  the  complaint  and  a  motion  for  preliminary  injunction  set  for  hearing 
30  days  later.  Through  delay  engineered  by  Armstrong  and  his  attorneys,  the 
preliminary  injunction  motion  was  not  heard  until  May  25,  1992. 

3.  Plaintiff  noticed  Armstrong's  deposition  no  fewer  than  four  times 
before  he  out  in  a  single  appearance.  Indeed,  he  simply  refused  to  appear  at  all 
before  the  hearing  on  the  preliminary  injunction  motion.  Thereafter,  Armstrong's 
obstruction  during  deposition  required  plaintiff  to  file  a  motion  to  compel 
Armstrong  to  answer  deposition  questions.  That  motion  was  granted  by  this 
Court. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  California 
that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Executed  this  10th  1  ' "  ‘  *  *  ~  a. 


- : isox 


DEPT.  30 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  March  23.  IW3 


iiouorahle 

DAVID  A.  HOROWITZ 

.  Judge 

S.  ROBLES 

,  Deputy  Clerk 

.  Deputy  Sheriff 

B.  CHARLINE  HOWELL 

,  Reporter 

8 

C.  AGUIRRE 

.  C.  S.  L. 

.  E/R  Monitor 

BC052395  (Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY,  ETC 
VS 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


Counsel  For  LAURIE  BARTILSON  (x) 

Plaintiff  ANDREW  WILSON  (x) 

Counsel  For  FORD  GREENE  (x) 

Defendant 


I  NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS: 

I 

|  MOTION  OF  DEFENDNAT,  GERALD  ARMSTRONG,  FOR  STAY  OR  IN  THE  ALTERNATIVE, 
FOR  AN  EXTENSION  OF  TIME  TO  OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY  ADJUDICATION; 


j  D,  Mot  for  stay  of  proceedings  GRANTED.  The  action  is  stayed  under  CCP 
916.  Counsel  are  ordered  to  report  any  decision  by  the  Court  of  Appeal 
to  this  Department,  in  writing,  within  one  day  of  the  issuance  of  the 
opinion  so  that  this  Court  may  lift  the  stay. 

"...an  appeal  stays  proceedings  in  the  trial  court  upon  the  ..order 
appealed  from  cr  upon  the  matters  embraced  therein  or  affected 
thereby..."  CC?  916.  As  the  Church  has  stated  in  its  Summary 
Adjudication  motions,  "The  facts  are  undisputed,  however,  that  Armstrong 
has  breached  the  Agreement  repeatedly  and  deliberately.  Because  of 
these  breaches,  a  preliminary  injunction  was  issued  by  the  Court  on  May 
28,  1992."  Obviously,  the  validity  of  the  Agreement  is  the  basis  for 

the  preliminary  injunction.  One  of  the  basis  for  the  appeal  is  an 
attack  on  the  legality  and  validity  of  the  Agreement. 

The  central  issue  of  this  case  is  the  legality  and  validity  of  the 
Agreement.  The  Court  of  Appeal  could  certainly  reach  that  issue  in  its 
determination  of  the  validity  of  the  injunction.  If  it  does,  that 
ruling  could  be  determinative  of  many  of  the  issues  of  this  case.  It 
makes  no  sense  to  proceed  with  this  matter  until  the  Court  of  Appeal 
makes  its  ruling. 

Any  and  all  matters  set  in  this  department,  including  but  not  limited  to 
the  Motions  set  for  3/31/93,  the  Final  Status  Conference  of  4/23/93  and 
the  Trial  of  5/3/93,  are  each  advanced  and  vacated. 

Defendant  shall  give  notice. 


Minutes  Entered:  March  23.  1993 


Dept.  30 


May  3 , 


1993 


Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esquire 
Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard  ' 

Suite  2000 

Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 
Dear  Ms.  Bartilson: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  fax  letter  of  April  28,  1993. 

You  are  in  error  in  your  interpretation  of  the  December  6, 
1986  settlement  agreement.  I  did  not  agree  on  that  date  to  forgo 
future  media  appearances  for  a  substantial  sum  of  money.  I 
agreed  on  that  date  to  dismiss  my  action  for  fraud,  intentional 
infliction  of  emotional  distress,  libel,  breach  of  contract,  and 
tortious  interference  with  contract  against  your  organization 
for,  inter  alia,  a  substantial  sum  of  money. 

As  you  know  I  would  not  agree  on  that  date  to  forgo  media 
appearances,  to  not  speak  out  against  your  organization's 
criminal  activities,  to  not  publish  and  to  not  communicate  my 
experiences  inside  the  organization,  for  any  sum  of  money.  Only 
when  my  lawyer  assured  me  that  those  prohibitions  in  the 
settlement  agreement  were  "not  worth  the  paper  they're  printed 
on,"  and  after  your  organization  promised  to  end  its  antisocial, 
tortious  and  criminal  activities,  did  I  agree  to  sign  the 
agreement . 

Thus,  I  agreed  to  not  speak  out,  to  not  publish  and  not  do 
media  appearances,  for  no  money  whatsoever.  Your  continuing 
libel  that  I  so  agreed  for  "a  substantial  sum  of  money,"  or  any 
money  at  all,  is  simply  part  of  your  ""fair"  game  doctrine," 
which  here  takes  the  form  of  what  L.  Ron  Hubbard  called  a  black 
propaganda  campaign  to  make  me  appear  to  have  sold  out  for  money; 
or  in  your  terminology  to  position  me  as  a  whore. 

I  agreed  to  not  speak,  publish  or  appear  in  order  to  give 
your  organization  the  opportunity  it  said  it  needed  to  change  its 
antisocial  ways.  Since  you  did  not  avail  yourselves  of  this 
opportunity,  but  used  my  peace  gesture  as  an  opportunity  instead 
for  more  fair  game,  you  are  finding  yourselves  having  to  face  the 
same  situation  you  faced  in  1986. 

It  is  exactly  your  continuing  calumny  that  I  sold  out  for 
money,  in  addition  to  all  the  other  post-settlement  attacks  by 
your  organization  in  breach  of  the  settlement  agreement,  and  its 
reneging  on  its  promise  to  end  fair  game  and  its  other  antisocial 
policies  and  practices  directed  at  innocent  individuals,  that  now 
brings  me  to  do  media  appearances  on  the  subject  of  your 
organization’s  fraud,  fair  game  and  irreligion. 

Your  threat  that  you  will  subject  me  to  the  liquidated 


Laurie  J.  Bartiison 

May  3,  1993 

Page  2 _ / 

damages  provision  of  the  settlement  agreement  for  appearing  on 
KFAX  is  obscene.  Even  its  inclusion  in  the  settlement  agreement; 
that  is  $50,000.00  per  word  I  write  or  speak  about  your 
organization  is  obscene.  You  embarrass  all  those  Scientologists 
of  good  will  who  slave  for  your  organization,  whose  money  you 
squander,  and  in  whose  name  you  make  such  hollow  and  debased 
threats . 

Your  threat  directed  at  KFAX  that  they  would  become  the 
target  of  your  pathologically  litigious  organization  for  inducing 
me  to  breach  my  "contractual  obligations,"  although  equally 
empty,  is  certainly  reflective  of  the  organization's  anti- 
religious  nature;  that  is,  its  reliance  on  lies,  lawyers, 
intimidation,  and  bluster  to  achieve  its  unholy  ends. 

As  you  know,  I  am  permitted  by  Judge  Sohigian's  May  28,  1992 
injunction,  unappealed  by  your  organization,  to  make  media 
appearances  such  as  the  one  scheduled  at  KFAX.  As  you  also  know. 
Judge  Horowitz  on  March  23,  1993  stayed  all  proceedings  in  the 

case  of  Church  of  Scientology  International  v.  Gerald  Armstrong, 
Los  Angeles  Superior  Court  Case  No.  BC  052395.  This  has  the 
effect  as  well  of  staying  the  injunction;  therefore  I  am  not 
constrained  even  by  the  narrow  prohibitions  of  Judge  Sohigian's 
ruling.  And  therefore  I  am  as  free  as  any  other  person  in  this 
free  nation  to  speak,  write  and  appear  as  I  am  so  guided. 

And  I  urge  you  therefore  to  communicate  to  KFAX  and  withdraw 
your  threat  of  litigation.  I  also  urge  you  to  rethink  your 
attack  lines  on  me  and  the  other  litigants  who  settled  our  claims 
against  you.  To  position  us  as  whores,  when  we  attempted  to  free 
you  from  your  past  is  really  silly  because  it  only  frees  us  to 
say,  as  graphically  as  literature  allows,  what  that  past  was  that 
we  would  free  you  from,  but  which  your  organization,  by  its 
actions,  insists  we  bring  to  the  light  of  truth. 

There  is  no  denying  that  there  is  a  great  deal  of  public 
interest  in  your  organization  and  its  antisocial  practices  in 
which  I  have  a  great  deal  of  experience  and  expertise.  Once  your 
organization  repudiates  its  antisocial  practices,  of  course,  I 
will  have  nothing  more  to  say  about  them.  In  the  meantime  I  will 
try  with  ail  my  might  to  do  what  I  am  called  to  do;  and  an  aspect 
of  that  is  to  speak  out  against  your  irreligious  organization's 
threats  to  religion. 

Religion  will  not  be  threatened.  Do  not  waste  your  time. 
There  is  wisdom.  It  is  not,  however,  in  fair  game,  in  settlement 
agreements,  in  attacks  on  your  innocent  brothers,  in  the  lies  of 
L.  Ron  Hubbard,  cr  in  stupidity,  even  if  it's  given  a  name 
suggesting  sapience  like  Scientology. 
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I  expect  to  be  doing  various  media  appearances  in  the  near 
future  and  talks  to  various  groups,  including  one  I  have  already 
agreed  to  with  a  university  psychology  class.  I  think  it  would 
be  very  beneficial,  therefore,  to  resolve  our  differences  as  soon 
as  possible  by  your  organization's  clear  repudiation  of  its 
antisocial  policies  and  practices,  so  that  I  can  have  good  things 
to  report  at  these  talks. 


Gerald  Armstrong 
C/0  Hub  Law  Offices 
711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd 
San  Anselmo,  CA  94960 
( 415  )  258-0360 


:  ga 

cc :  Ford  Greene,  Esquire 

Paul  Morantz,  Esquire 
(without  enclosures) 

CC:  KFAX 

Los  Angeles  Times 
San  Francisco  Chronicle 
San  Francisco  Examiner 
Marin  Independent  Journal 
Time  Magazine 

(all  with  cc  Bartilson  4/28/93  letter;  cc  3/23/93  stay 
order ) 


K  :  :  *  r* 


1 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


- oOo - 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  ) 

INTERNATIONAL ,  a  California  ) 
not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation,  ) 
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MR.  GREENE:  I  think  you  better  pitch  up 
with  a  judgment  in  hand  before  you  start  making  those 
sorts  of  claims. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Well,  all  right. 

Q.  Jerry,  how  much  —  what  was  the  value  of  the 
real  property  that  you  gave  away  in  August  of  1990? 

A.  Is  that  a  question  from  there? 

Q.  Yes. 

A.  May  I  have  it  read  to  me,  please. 

Q.  "Question:  What  did  you  have  in  August  1990 
that  you  gave  away? 

"Answer:  Cash,  property,  stocks,  rights  and 

debts  owed  to  me. 

"Question:  Okay.  Let's  start  with  the 

cash.  How  much  cash  did  you  give  away. 

"Answer:  I  don't  think  that's  appropriate 

for  me  to  get  into.  I  decline  to  answer. 

"Question:  Well,  I  will  tell  you  why  it  is 

relevant.  And  if  it  isn't,  it  can  be  made  relevant  by 
the  Complaint.  Under  the  Fraudulent  Conveyance  Act 
fraudulent  conveyances  are  defined  in  a  number  of  ways 
including  transfers  without  consideration  which  these  are 
by  virtue  of  Mr.  Armstrong's  testimony." 

Then  we  went  on  with  more  colloquy,  and  you 
refused  to  answer  and  told  our  counsel  that  you  wouldn't 
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answer  any  more  questions  on  the  subject,  so  that's  the 
area.  That's  what  I  am  entitled  to  and  that  is  another 
question. 

What  was  the  value  of  the  real  property  that 
you  gave  away  in  August  of  1990? 


A. 

I  don't  know. 

Q. 

How  much  real  property  did  you  give  away  in 

August  of  1990? 


A. 

I  was  on  title  on  one  property. 

Q. 

Where  was  that  located? 

A. 

707  Fawn  Drive. 

Q. 

To  whom  did  you  convey  it? 

A. 

Michael  Walton. 

Q. 

Did  you  live  at  707  Fawn  Drive? 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

Did  you  continue  to  live  there  after  you 

conveyed  the  title  to  him? 


A. 

Off  and  on. 

Q. 

What  was  the  value  of  the  stocks  that  you 

gave  away  in  August  of  1990? 


A. 

A  million. 

Q. 

To  whom  did  you  give  the  stocks? 

A. 

I  decline  to  answer  that. 

Q. 

Were  the  stocks  stocks  in  public-traded 

corporations? 
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A.  No. 

Q.  Private  corporations? 

A.  Yes. 

r 

Q.  What  corporations? 

A.  It  is  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation. 

Q.  How  did  you  ascertain  the  value  of  those 
stocks  at  one  million  dollars? 

A.  Through  a  logical  assessment  of  the  value  of 

the  assets. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  kind  of  independent 

appraiser  appraise  the  value  of  the  stocks  or  the 
underlying  assets? 

A.  No,  as  to  that  transaction. 

Q.  Did  you  do  that  at  some  other  point  in  time? 

A.  I  have  had  pieces  of  work  evaluated. 

Q.  Is  this  pieces  of  work  that  were  property  of 
the  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  When  did  you  have  those  pieces  of  work 
evaluated? 

A.  Some  time  in  the  past. 

Q.  Before  or  after  August  of  1990? 

A.  Before. 

Q.  And  the  individual  pieces  of  work  that  you 


had  evaluated  prior  to  August  of  1990  were  all  still  in 
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Q.  What  rights  and  debts  were  owed  to  you  in 
August  of  1990  that  you  transferred? 

A.  There  were  certain  debts  which  were  owed  to 
me,  but  I  think  that  beyond  that  I  will  protect  the 
privacy  of  those  other  people  and  decline  to  answer.  I 
do  not  believe  that  it  is  relevant  to  this  case  in  any 
way  whatsoever,  and  it  would  be  an  invasion  of  their 
privacy . 

Q.  There  is  again  an  order  in  place.  I  need  to 
ask  these  questions. 

A.  Re  — 

Q.  Excuse  me.  So  this  —  we  don’t  run  into 
this  again,  Mr.  Armstrong,  where  I  have  already  asked  one 
question  and  because  you  shut  down  the  whole  area  of 
questioning  I  can’t  get  the  answer  to  the  next  question. 

I  am  going  to  now  have  to  sit  here  and  ask  you  every 
conceivable  question  that  I  can  think  of  about  all  of 
these  so  that  our  record  is  very  clear  when  we  come 
back.  Only  then  it  will  be  in  Los  Angeles. 

A.  That  is  fine.  I  understood  what  you  read 
earlier  from  your  transcript.  And  I  believe  that  I  have 
answered  your  question  fully.  Beyond  that,  I  think  that 
we're  into  another  area;  and  I  do  not  believe  that  it  is 
appropriate  for  me  to  answer  nor  for  you  to  persist. 

„  MS.  BARTILSON:  Anything  you  care  to  add  for 
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the  record? 

MR.  GREENE:  I  don't  care  to  add  to  that.  I 
think  Mr.  Armstrong's  position  is  well-taken.  I  don't 
think  you  are  entitled  to  ascertain  the"  identity  of  all 
of  the  people  who  owed  him  money  and  the  forgiving  of 
those  debts. 

So  go  ahead. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  what 
was  the  value  of  the  rights  that  you  owned  in  August  of 
1990  that  you  have  testify  you  gave  away? 

MR.  GREENE:  It  has  been  asked  and 

answered. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  No,  it  hasn't. 

MR.  GREENE:  He  gave  you  what  his  evaluation 
was  —  a  million-and-a-half  dollars,  I  believe.  Maybe 
you  are  asking  — 

MS.  BARTILSON:  That's  assets.  He  separated 
out  those  assets  into  cash,  property,  stocks,  rights  and 
debts  owed  to  him.  And  now  we  have  asked  about  each  of 
the  first  three.  Now  we  are  into  the  fourth. 

MR.  GREENE:  That  is  fine. 

THE  WITNESS:  Then  in  addition  I  would  say 
there's  possibly  two  million  dollars  in  rights. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  you  use  the  word 
rights,  Mr.  Armstrong,  can  you  explain  to  me  what  sorts 
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of  rights  you  intended  that  to  encompass? 

A.  The  rights  were  flow  from  the  ownership  of 
inventions,  marks,  copyrighted  works. 

Q.  So  we  are  talking  about  trademarks, 
copyrights,  patents  essentially  or  works  that  could  be 
trademarks? 


A.  Inventions,  artistic,  correct. 

Q.  Could  be  copyrighted  or  could  be  patented? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  Those,  your  estimated  value  is  at  two 
million  dollars? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  How  many  inventions  did  you  give  away  or 

rights  to  inventions  did  you  give  away  in  August  of 
1990? 


A.  I  think  that  the  number  of  my  inventions 
goes  beyond  what  is  relevant  in  this  lawsuit  and  I 
decline  to  answer. 

Q.  Well,  I  would  just  like  — 

A.  Nor  what  they  are. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  need  to  take  a  two-minute 

break. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  No  problem. 

(Recess  taken. ) 

(Record  Read. ) 
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MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  I  am 
not  asking  you  to  tell  me  the  number  of  your  inventions . 

I  am  asking  you  to  tell  me  the  number  of  rights  to 
inventions  that  you  gave  away  in  AugiSst  of  1990?  Just  so 
it's  very  clear  that  is  the  question.  You  understand 
that  to  be  the  question? 

A.  Right.  Okay.  So  again,  I  would  decline  to 
answer  beyond  what  I  have. 

Q.  What  was  the  estimated  value  of  the  rights 
to  inventions  that  you  gave  away  in  August  of  1990? 

A.  Haven't  I  already  answered  that?  Two 
million  for  rights. 

Q.  You  said  for  rights.  Then  you  broke  down 
rights  into  inventions,  marks  and  copyrightable 
material.  So  now  I  am  asking  you  about  the  value  of  the 
inventions  out  of  that  two  million? 

A.  Oh.  I’d  say  that  inventions  would  be 
$150,000. 

Q.  Did  you  have  the  rights  to  inventions  that 
you  gave  away  in  August  of  1990  evaluated  by  anyone  to 
ascertain  their  value  before  you  gave  them  away? 

A.  No. 

Q.  So  the  estimate  is  your  estimate? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  Do  you  know  if  anyone  was  ever  been  able  to 
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connect  on  the  rights  to  —  on  inventions  that  you  gave 
away? 

A .  I  don '  t  know . 

Q.  If  I  ask  you  to  whom  you  gave  them,  you 
wouldn't  tell  me;  is  that  correct? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  And  approximately  how  many  rights  to 
copyrighted  or  potentially  copyrightable  works  did  you 
give  away  in  August  of  1990? 

A.  I  don't  know  how  those  things  would  be 
broken  down,  that  is,  into  how  many  specific  different 
copyrightable  works.  But  there  was  a  significant  body  of 
them,  so  let's  just  call  it  one. 

Q.  Did  you  transfer  that  large  body  of  work  to 
The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  in  August  of  1990? 

A.  No.  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation 

already  owned  those  things . 

Q.  So  was  it  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation 
transferring  it  away  or  the  right  to  it  away? 

A.  Gerald  —  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation 

owned  a  number  of  things.  I  gave  away  the  corporation. 
The  corporation  possessed  a  number  of  assets. 

Q.  So  at  the  beginning  —  at  the  end  of  the 
transaction  the  corporation  still  owned  the  assets,  but 
different  people  owned  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation? 
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A.  Correct. 

Q.  You  are  still  a  part-owner  President  of  The 

Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation,  are  you  not? 


A. 

I  am  now . 

'T 

Q. 

But  you  were  not  in  August  of  1990? 

A. 

Correct . 

Q. 

You  have 

since  reacquired  it? 

A. 

Correct . 

Q. 

How  much 

of  the  stock  do  you  presently  own 

in  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation? 

A.  Eighty. 

Q.  And  what  is  your  current  estimate  of  the 

value  of  the  assets  of  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation? 

A.  A  billion. 

Q.  The  rest  you  are  referring  to  are  all  either 

works  of  yours  or  inventions  of  yours  or  the  rights  to 
those  works  or  inventions? 

THE  WITNESS:  Could  you  read  that  question 
back  again,  please. 

(Record  read. ) 

THE  WITNESS:  That's  the  bulk  of  it,  yes. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  How  much  of  the  one 
billion  would  you  say  is  comprised  in  that? 

MR.  GREENE:  At  this  point  I  am  going  to 
interject  and  instruct  the  witness  not  to  answer.  This 
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MUTUAL  RELEASE  OF  ALL  CLAIMS  AND  SETTLEMENT  AGREEMENT 


1.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  is  made  between  Church  of  Scientology  International 
(hereinafter  "CSI")  and  Gerald  Armstrong,  (hereinafter 
"Plaintiff")  Cross-Complainant  in  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  Church 
of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 

Case  No.  420  153.  By  this  Agreement,  Plaintiff  hereby 
specifically  waives  and  releases  all  claims  he  has  or  may  have 
from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including  this  date, 
including  all  causes  of  action  of  every  kind  and  nature, 
known  or  unknown  for  acts  and/or  omissions  against  the 
officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers, 
directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel  of  CSI  as 
well  as  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  its  officers, 
agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  Religious  Technology 
Center,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel; 
all  Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entities  and  their  officers,  agents,  representatives, 
employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and 
legal  counsel;  Author  Services,  Inc.,  its  officers,  agents, 
representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate  and  its  executor;  Author's 
Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries  and  its  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue 
Hubbard,  (all  hereinafter  collectively  referred  to  a 
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"Releasees") .  The  parties  to  this  Agreement  hereby  agree  as 
follows: 

2.  It  is  understood  that  this  settlement  is  a  compromise 
of  doubtful  and  disputed  claims,  and  that  any  payment  is  not 
to  be  construed,  and  is  not  intended,  as  an  admission  of 
liability  on  the  part  of  any  party  to  this  Agreement, 
specifically,  the  Releasees,  by  whom  liability  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  expressly  denied.  In  executing  this 
settlement  Agreement,  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that  he  has 
released  the  organizations,  individuals  and  entities  listed 

in  the  above  paragraph,  in  addition  to  those  defendants 
actually  named  in  the  above  lawsuit,  because  among  other 
reasons,  they  are  third  party  beneficiaries  of  this  Agreement. 

3.  Plaintiff  has  received  payment  of  a  certain  monetary 
sum  which  is  a  portion  of  a  total  sum  of  money  paid  to  his 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn.  The  total  sum  paid  to  Mr.  Flynn 
is  to  settle  all  of  the  claims  of  Mr.  Flynn's  clients. 
Plaintiff's  portion  of  said  sum  has  been  mutually  agreed  upon 
by  Plaintiff  and  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiff's  signature 
below  this  paragraph  acknowledges  that  Plaintiff  is  completely 
satisfied  with  the  monetary  consideration  negotiated  with  and 
received  by  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that 
there  has  been  a  block  settlement  between  Plaintiff's 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  the  Church  of  Scientology 

and  Churches  and  entities  related  to  the  Church 
of  Scientology,  concerning  all  of  Mr.  Flynn's  clients  who 
were  in  litigation  with  any  Church  of  Scientology  or  related 
entity.  Plaintiff  has  received  a  portion  of  this  bl 
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amount,  the  receipt  of  which  he  hereby  acknowledges. 
Plaintiff  understands  that  this  amount  is  only  a  portion  of 
the  block  settlement  amount.  The  exact  settlement  sum 
received  by  Plaintiff  is  known  only  to  Plaintiff  and  his 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  it  is  their  wish  that  this 
remain  so  and  that- this  amount  remain  confidential. 


S ignature 


fdt^pefald  Armstrong 


4 .  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  above  described 
consideration,  the  mutual  covenants,  conditions  and  release 
contained  herein,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  release,  acquit  and 
forever  discharge,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  successors, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the  Releasees, 
including  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  Church  of 
Scientology  International,  Religious  Technology  Center,  all 
Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entities,  Author  Services,  Inc.  (and  for  each  organization  or 
entity,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal 
counsel) ;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his  heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate 
and  its  executor;  Author's  Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries 
and  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue  Hubbard,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 
from  any  and  all  claims,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  any 
claims  or  causes  of  action  entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  Case  No.  420  153  and  all  demands,  damages,  actions  and 


own, 


for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission  allegedly  done  by  the 
Releasees,  from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including  the  date 
hereof.  Therefore,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  authorize  and  direct 
his  counsel  to  dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claims  now  pending  in 
the  above  referenced  action.  The  parties  hereto  will  execute 
and  cause  to  be  filed  a  joint  stipulation  of  dismissal  in  the 
form  of  the  one  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  ''A” . 

A.  It  is  expressly  understood  by  Plaintiff  that  this 
release  and  all  of  the  terms  thereof  do  not  apply  to  the 
action  brought  by  the  Church  of  Scientology  against  Plaintiff 
for  Conversion,  Fraud  and  other  causes  of  action,  which 
action  has  already  gone  to  trial  and  is  presently  pending 
before  the  Second  District,  Third  Division  of  the  California 
Appellate  Court  (Appeal  No.  B005912) .  The  disposition  of 
those  claims  are  controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the 
following  paragraph  hereinafter. 

B.  As  of  the  date  this  settlement  Agreement  is  executed, 
there  is  currently  an  appeal  pending  before  the  California 
Court  of  Appeal,  Second  Appellate  District,  Division  3, 
arising  out  of  the  above  referenced  action  delineated  as 
Appeal  No.  B005912 .  It  is  understood  that  this  appeal  arises 
out  of  the  Church  of  Scientology's  complaint  against 
Plaintiff  which  is  not  settled  herein.  This  appeal  shall  be 
maintained  notwithstanding  this  Agreement.  Plaintiff 

agrees  to  waive  any  rights  he  may  have  to  take  any  further 
appeals  from  any  decision  eventually  reached  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  or  any  rights  he  may  have  to  oppose  (by  responding  brief 
or  any  other  means)  any  further  appeals  taken  by  the  /Church  of 
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Scientology  of  California.  The  Church  of  Scientology  of 
California  shall  have  the  right  to  file  any  further  appeals  it 
deems  necessary. 

5.  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  mutual  covenants, 
conditions  and  release  contained  herein,  and  Plaintiff 
dismissing  with  prejudice  the  action  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

Church  of  Scientolocrv  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  Case  No.  420  153,  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
does  hereby  release,  acquit  and  forever  discharge  for  itself, 
successors  and  assigns,  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents, 
representatives,  heirs,  successors,  assigns,  legal  counsel  and 
estate  and  each  of  them,  of  and  from  any  and  all  claims,  causes 
of  action,  demands,  damages  and  actions  of  every  kind  and 
nature,  known  or  unknown,  for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission 
allegedly  done  by  Gerald  Armstrong  from  the  beginning  of  time  to 
and  including  the  date  hereof. 

6.  In  executing  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto,  and 
each  of  them,  agree  to  and  do  hereby  waive  and  relinquish  all 
rights  and  benefits  afforded  under  the  provisions  of  Section 
1542  of  the  Civil  Code  of  the  State  of  California,  which 
provides  as  follows: 

"A  general  release  does  not  extend  to  claims  which 
the  creditor  does  not  know  or  suspect  to  exist  in 
his  favor  at  the  time  of  executing  the  release, 
which  if  known  by  him  must  have  materially  affected 
his  settlement  with  the  debtor." 

7.  Further,  the  undersigned  hereby  agree  to  the 
following: 

A.  The  liability  for  all  claims  is  expressly  denied  by 
the  parties  herein  released,  and  this  final  compromi 
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settlement  thereof  shall  never  be  treated  as  an  admission  of 
liability  or  responsibility  at  any  time  for  any  purpose. 

B.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  and  understands 
that  the  alleged  injuries  sustained  by  him  are  of  such 
character  that  the  full  extent  and  type  of  injuries  may  not 
be  known  at  the  date  hereof,  and  it  is  further  understood 
that  said  alleged  injuries,  whether  known  or  unknown  at  the 
date  hereof,  might  possibly  become  progressively  worse  and 
that  as  a  result,  further  damages  may  be  sustained  by 
Plaintiff;  nevertheless,  Plaintiff  desires  by  this  document 
to  forever  and  fully  release  the  Releasees.  Plaintiff 
understands  that  by  the  execution  of  this  release  no  further 
claims  arising  out  of  his  experience  with,  or  actions  by, 
the  Releasees,  from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including 
the  date  hereof,  which  may  now  exist  or  which  may  exist  in 
the  future  may  ever  be  asserted  by  him  or  on  his  behalf, 
against  the  Releasees. 

C.  Plaintiff  agrees  to  assume  responsibility  for 
the  payment  of  any  attorney  fee,  lien  or  liens,  imposed 
against  him  past,  present,  or  future,  known  or  unknown,  by 
any  person,  firm,  corporation  or  governmental  entity  or  agency 
as  a  result  of,  or  growing  out  of  any  of  the  matters  referred 
to  in  this  release.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  to  hold 
harmless  the  parties  herein  released,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 
from  any  liability  arising  therefrom. 

D.  Plaintiff  agrees  never  to  create  or  publish  or 
attempt  to  publish,  and/or  assist  another  to  create  for 
publication  by  means  of  magazine,  article,  book  or  o 
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similar  form,  any  writing  or  to  broadcast  or  to  assist 
another  to  create,  write,  film  or  video  tape  or  audio  tape 
any  show,  program  or  movie,  or  to  grant  interviews  or  discuss 
with  others,  concerning  their  experiences  with  the  Church  of 


Scientology,  or  concerning  their  personal  or  indirectly 


acquired  knowledge  or  information  concerning  the  Church  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  and  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 

Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  will  maintain  strict 
confidentiality  and  silence  with  respect  to  his  experiences 
with  the  Church  of  Scientology  and  any  knowledge  or 
information  he  may  have  concerning  the  Church  of  Scientology, 
L.  Ron  Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals  and 
entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  Plaintiff  expressly 
understands  that  the  non-disclosure  provisions  of  this 
subparagraph  shall  apply,  inter  alia,  but  not  be  limited,  to 
the  contents  or  substance  of  his  complaint  on  file 
in  the  action  referred  to  in  Paragraph  1  hereinabove  or  any 
documents  as  defined  in  Appendix  "A”  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  films,  photographs, 
recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such  materials  which 
concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of  Scientology,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals,  or  entities 
listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  The  attorneys  for  Plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  ethical  limitations  restraining  them  as 
promulgated  by  the  state  or  federal  regulatory  associations 
or  agencies,  agree  not  to  disclose  any  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  settlement  negotiations,  amount  of 
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settlement,  or  statements  made  by  either  party  during 
settlement  conferences.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  if  the  terms  of 
this  paragraph  are  breached  by  him,  that  CSI  and  the  other 
Releasees  would  be  entitled  to  liquidated  damages  in  the 
amount  of  $50,000  for  each  such  breach.  All  monies  received 
to  induce  or  in  payment  for  a  breach  of  this  Agreement,  or 
any  part  thereof,  shall  be  held  in  a  constructive  trust 
pending  the  outcome  of  any  litigation  over  said  breach.  The 
amount  of  liquidated  damages  herein  is  an  estimate  of  the 
damages  that  each  party  would  suffer  in  the  event  this 
Agreement  is  breached.  The  reasonableness  of  the  amount  of 
such  damages  are  hereto  acknowledged  by  Plaintiff. 

E.  With  exception  to  the  items  specified  in  Paragraph  7 (L) , 
Plaintiff  agrees  to  return  to  the  Church  of  Scientology 
International  at  the  time  of  the  consummation  of  this  Agreement, 
all  materials  in  his  possession,  custody  or  control  (or  within 
the  possession,  custody  or  control  of  his  attorney,  as  well  as 
third  parties  who  are  in  possession  of  the  described  documents) , 
of  any  nature,  including  originals  and  all  copies  or  summaries 
of  documents  defined  in  Appendix  "A"  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  computer  disks,  films, 
photographs,  recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such 
materials  which  concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above,  all 
evidence  of  any  nature,  including  evidence  obtained  from  the 
named  defendants  through  discovery,  acquired  for  the  purposes  of 


this  lawsuit  or  any  lawsuit,  or  acquired  for  any  othe 


urpose 


concerning  any  Church  of  Scientology,  any  financial  or 
administrative  materials  concerning  any  Church  of  Scientology, 
and  any  materials  relating  personally  to  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
family,  or  his  estate.  In  addition  to  the  documents  and  other 
items  to  be  returned  to  the  Church  of  Scientology  International 
listed  above  and  in  Appendix  "A",  Plaintiff  agrees  to  return  the 
following: 

(a)  All  originals  and  copies  of  the  manuscript  for  the 
work  "Excalibur"  written  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard; 

(b)  All  originals  and  copies  of  documents  commonly  known 
as  the  "Affirmations"  written  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard;  and 

(c)  All  documents  and  other  items  surrendered  to  the 
Court  by  Plaintiff  and  his  attorneys  pursuant  to  Judge  Cole's 
orders  of  August  24,  1982  and  September  4,  1982  and  all 
documents  and  other  items  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  from  either 
the  Church  of  Scientology  or  Omar  Garrison.  This  includes 
all  documents  and  items  entered  into  evidence  or  marked 

for  identification  in  Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
v.  Gerald  Armstrong.  Case  No.  C  420  153.  Plaintiff 
and  his  attorney  will  execute  a  Joint  Stipulation  or  such 
other  documents  as  are  necessary  to  obtain  these  documents 
from  the  Court.  In  the  event  any  documents  or  other  items 
are  no  longer  in  the  custody  or  control  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Superior  Court,  Plaintiff  and  his  counsel  will  assist  the 
Church  in  recovering  these  documents  as  quickly  as  possible, 
including  but  not  limited  to  those  tapes  and  other  documents 
now  in  the  possession  of  the  United  States  District  Court 
in  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Zolin.  Case  No.  CV 
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85-0440-HLH (Tx) ,  presently  on  appeal  in  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals.  In  the  event  any  of  these  documents  are  currently 
lodged  with  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Plaintiff  and  his  attorneys 
will  cooperate  in  recovering  those  documents  as  soon  as  the 
Court  of  Appeal  issues  a  decision  on  the  pending  appeal. 

To  the  extent  that  Plaintiff  does  not  possess  or  control 
documents  within  categories  A-C  above,  Plaintiff  recognizes  his 
continuing  duty  to  return  to  CSI  any  and  all  documents  that  fall 
within  categories  A-C  above  which  do  in  the  future  come  into  his 
possession  or  control. 

F.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  never  again  seek  or 
obtain  spiritual  counselling  or  training  or  any  other  service 
from  any  Church  of  Scientology,  Scientologist,  Dianetics  or 
Scientology  auditor,  Scientology  minister.  Mission  of 
Scientology,  Scientology  organization  or  Scientology 
affiliated  organization. 

G.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  not  voluntarily 
assist  or  cooperate  with  any  person  adverse  to  Scientology  in 
any  proceeding  against  any  of  the  Scientology  organizations, 
individuals,  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 

Plaintiff  also  agrees  that  he  will  not  cooperate  in  any 
manner  with  any  organizations  aligned  against  Scientology. 

H.  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to  testify  or  otherwise 

participate  in  any  other  judicial,  administrative  or 
legislative  proceeding  adverse  to  Scientology  or  any  of  the 
Scientology  Churches,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in 
Paragraph  1  above  unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  lawful 
subpoena  or  other  lawful  process.  Plaintiff  shal  ake 
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himself  amenable  to  service  of  any  such  subpoena  in  a  manner 
which  invalidates  the  intent  of  this  provision.  Unless 
required  to  do  so  by  such  subpoena,  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to 
discuss  this  litigation  or  his  experiences  with  and 
knowledge  of  the  Church  with  anyone  other  than  members  of 
his  immediate  family.  As  provided  hereinafter  in  Paragraph 
18(d),  the  contents  of  this  Agreement  may  not  be  disclosed. 

I.  The  parties  hereto  agree  that  in  the  event  of  any 
future  litigation  between  Plaintiff  and  any  of  the 
organizations,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1 
above,  that  any  past  action  or  activity,  either  alleged  in 
this  lawsuit  or  activity  similar  in  fact  to  the  evidence  that 
was  developed  during  the  course  of  this  lawsuit,  will  not  be 
used  by  either  party  against  the  other  in  any  future 
litigation.  In  other  words,  the  "slate”  is  wiped  clean 
concerning  past  actions  by  any  party. 

J.  It  is  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  Plaintiff 
that  any  dispute  between  Plaintiff  and  his  counsel  as  to  the 
proper  division  of  the  sum  paid  to  Plaintiff  by  his  attorney 
of  record  is  between  Plaintiff  and  his  attorney  of  record 
and  shall  in  no  way  affect  the  validity  of  this  Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement. 

K.  Plaintiff  hereby  acknowledges  and  affirms  that 
he  is  not  under  the  influence  of  any  drug,  narcotic, 
alcohol  or  other  mind- influencing  substance,  condition  or 
ailment  such  that  his  ability  to  fully  understand  the 
meaning  of  this  Agreement  and  the  significance  thereof  is 
adversely  affected. 
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L.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Paragraph  7(E) 
above,  Plaintiff  shall  be  entitled  to  retain  any  artwork 
created  by  him  which  concerns  or  relates  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above  provided 
that  such  artwork  never  be  disclosed  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  anyone.  In  the  event  of  a  disclosure  in  breach 
of  this  Paragraph  7(L),  Plaintiff  shall  be  subject  to  the 
liquidated  damages  and  constructive  trust  provisions  of 
Paragraph  7(D)  for  each  such  breach. 

8.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  waives  and 
relinquishes  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 
any  defendant  in  this  case  to  date,  including  any  of  the 
organizations,  individuals  or  entities  as  set  forth  in 
Paragraph  1  above,  and  the  named  defendants  waive  and 
relinquish  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 
Plaintiff  to  date. 

9.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  contains  the  entire  agreement  between  the  parties 
hereto,  and  the  terms  of  this  Agreement  are  contractual  and 
not  a  mere  recital.  This  Agreement  may  be  emended  only  by  a 
written  instrument  executed  by  Plaintiff  and  CSI.  The 
parties  hereto  have  carefully  read  and  understand  the 
contents  of  this  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  and  sign  the  same  of  their  own  free  will,  and  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  legally  bound  hereby.  No 
other  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreements,  oral  or  written, 
respecting  such  matters,  which  are  not  specifically i \  ^ 
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incorporated  herein  shall  be  deemed  to  in  any  way  exist  or 
bind  any  of  the  parties  hereto. 

10.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  not  assist  or  advise 
anyone,  including  individuals,  partnerships,  associations, 
corporations,  or  governmental  agencies  contemplating  any 
claim  or  engaged  in  litigation  or  involved  in  or 
contemplating  any  activity  adverse  to  the  interests  of  any 
entity  or  class  of  persons  listed  above  in  Paragraph  1  of 
this  Agreement. 

11.  The  parties  to  this  Agreement  acknowledge  the 
following: 

A.  That  all  parties  enter  into  this  Agreement  freely, 
voluntarily,  knowingly  and  willingly,  without  any  threats, 
intimidation  or  pressure  of  any  kind  whatsoever  and 
voluntarily  execute  this  Agreement  of  their  own  free  will; 

B.  That  all  parties  have  conducted  sufficient 
deliberation  and  investigation,  either  personally  or  through 
other  sources  of  their  own  choosing,  and  have  obtained  advice 
of  counsel  regarding  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth 
herein,  so  that  they  may  intelligently  exercise  their  own 
judgment  in  deciding  whether  or  not  to  execute  this 
Agreement ;  and 

C.  That  all  parties  have  carefully  read  this  Agreement 
and  understand  the  contents  thereof  and  that  each  reference 
in  this  Agreement  to  any  party  includes  successors,  assigns, 
principals,  agents  and  employees  thereof. 

12.  Each  party  shall  bear  its  respective  costs  with 
respect  to  the  negotiation  and  drafting  of  this  Agreement  and 


all  acts  required  by  the  terms  hereof  to  be  undertaken  and 
performed  by  that  party. 


13.  To  the  extent  that  this  Agreement  inures  to  the 
benefit  of  persons  or  entities  not  signatories  hereto,  this 
Agreement  is  hereby  declared  to  be  made  for  their  respective 
benefits  and  uses. 

14.  The  parties  shall  execute  and  deliver  all  documents 
and  perform  all  further  acts  that  may  be  reasonably  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  Agreement. 

15.  This  Agreement  shall  not  be  construed  against  the 
party  preparing  it,  but  shall  be  construed  as  if  both  parties 
prepared  this  Agreement.  This  Agreement  shall  be  construed 
and  enforced  in  accordance  with  the  lavs  of  the  State  of 
California. 

16.  In  the  event  any  provision  hereof  be  unenforceable, 
such  provision  shall  not  affect  the  enforceability  of  any 
other  provision  hereof. 

17.  All  references  to  the  plural  shall  include  the 
singular  and  all  references  to  the  singular  shall  include  the 
plural.  All  references  to  gender  shall  include  both  the 
masculine  and  feminine. 

18.  (A)  Each  party  warrants  that  they  have  received 
independent  legal  advice  from  their  attorneys  with  respect  to 
the  advisability  of  making  the  settlement  provided  for  herein 
and  in  executing  this  Agreement. 

(B)  The  parties  hereto  (including  any  officer,  agent, 
employee,  representative  or. attorney  of  or  for  any  party) 
acknowledge  that  they  have  not  made  any  statement 
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representation  or  promise  to  the  other  party  regarding  any 
fact  material  to  this  Agreement  except  as  expressly  set  forth 
herein.  Furthermore,  except  as  expressly  stated  in  this 
Agreement,  the  parties  in  executing  this  Agreement  do  not  rely 
upon  any  statement,  representation  or  promise  by  the  other 
party  (or  of  any  officer,  agent,  employee,  representative  or 
attorney  for  the  other  party) . 

(C)  The  persons  signing  this  Agreement  have  the  full 
right  and  authority  to  enter  into  this  Agreement  on  behalf  of 
the  parties  for  whom  they  are  signing. 

(D)  The  parties  hereto  and  their  respective  attorneys 
each  agree  not  to  disclose  the  contents  of  this  executed 
Agreement.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  any 
party  hereto  or  his  respective  attorney  from  stating  that 
this  civil  action  has  been  settled  in  its  entirety. 

(E)  The  parties  further  agree  to  forbear  and  refrain 
from  doing  any  act  or  exercising  any  right,  whether  existing 
now  or  in  the  future,  which  act  or  exercise  is  inconsistent 
with  this  Agreement. 

19.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  by  his  counsel  as 
to  the  contents  of  this  document  and  each  provision  hereof. 
Plaintiff  hereby  authorizes  and  directs  his  counsel  to 
dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claims  now  pending  in  the  action 
entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  Church  of  Scientology  of 
California.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court,  Case  No.  420  153. 

20.  Notwithstanding  the  dismissal  of  the  lawsuit 
pursuant  to  Paragraph  4  of  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto 
agree  that  the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court  shall  re 
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jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  terms  of  this  Agreement.  This 
Agreement  may  be  enforced  by  any  legal  or  equitable  remedy, 
including  but  not  limited  to  injunctive  relief  or  declaratory 
judgment  where  appropriate.  In  the  event  any  party  to  this 
Agreement  institutes  any  action  to  preserve,  to  protect  or  to 
enforce  any  right  or  benefit  created  hereunder,  the 
prevailing  party  in  any  such  action  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  suit  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees. 

21.  This  Agreement  may  be  executed  in  two  or  more 
counterparts,  each  of  which  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  duplicate 
original,  but  all  of  which,  together,  shall  constitute  one 
and  the  same  instrument. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  the  parties  hereto  have  executed 
this  Agreement,  on  the  date  opposite  the1ir'''fia Ses./  Z _ 


Dated:  'J)^^ — (a—  6; 


JERALD  ARHSTRO: 


Dated: 


t^-j  t  /n 


APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM  AND 
CONTENT: 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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F  v  h  s  h  i  *  c 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  ROB&ld  M.  Sohigi.an,  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (E.k:m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


1  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 
(5)  . 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages.  CCP 
526(2) . 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf.,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co. .  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller)  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  f County  of  Sacramento)  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
206. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 


Derr .  58 


Juooe 


S -v*  •  r  • 


Nsv 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  judge 
la 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.s.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  only. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight; 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
questions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful  employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 


1  2  r  *  Der-  Juooe  28,  '3S2 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Jubje 
lb 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (E'cr.m.  ) 


(Parties  end  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff's  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
;  prior  decision. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  Mey  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  SOhigian,  Judge 

lc 


K.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (E.R.K. ) 


BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


9  The  court  does  not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for  this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1); 
Bavpoint  Mortgage  Corp.  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc.  Trust  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED:  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  S0HIG1AN 

RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 
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IN  AND  FOR  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT 
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FOR  THE  NORTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  CALIFORNIA 
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CHURCF.  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation , 

Plaintiff, 

VS.  Case  No.  BC  052395 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG?  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive, 

Defendants . 

_ / 


DEPOSITION  OF 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


Wednesday,  June-24,  1992 
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SUSAN  M.  SKIGEN,  CSR  *5829 


MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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since,  since 


Q .  Okay. 

A.  When,  I  mean,  I  have,  I  have  absolutely  no 
intention  of  honoring  that  settlement  agreement.  I 
cannot.  I  cannot  logically.  I  cannot  ethically.  I 
cannot  morally.  I  cannot  psychically.  I  cannot 
philosophically.  I  cannot  spiritually.  I  cannot  in  any 
way.  And  it  is  firmly  my  intention  to  not  honor  it. 

Q .  No  matter  what  a  court  says? 

A.  No  court  could  order  it.  They're  going  to 
have  to  kill  me. 

Q.  Well,  let's  just  hope  we  don't  have  to  turn 
this  into  a  death  penalty  case. 

A.  Into  a  what? 

Q.  A  death  penalty  case. 

A.  Right,  but  you  guys  would. 

Q.  I'm  not  the  one  who  stands  up  and  pounds 
the  table  and  screams  at  people  in  this  deposition,  your 
lawyer  is.  If  I  were  to  stand  up  at  this  deposition  and 
scream  at  you  to  shut  up,  would  you  consider  that  to  be 
an  act  of  fair  game? 

A.  ^ I  consider  the  whole  thing  -- 

Q .  *>■'  I  know,  but  if  I  were  to  stand  up  and  yell 
at  to  you  shut  *up ,  would  you  consider  that  to  be  fair 
game? 

MARY  HILiABRAND  INC. 


520  SUTTER  STREET  /  off  l>OON  SQUARE  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 
PHONE  415  /  7M-5350  FAX  415  /  *&*-065T 
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oh,  something's  wrong  here?  Or  —  I  mean  I  know  so  many 
people  within  the  church,  despite  the  fact  that  these  claims 
and  the  intros  to  these  books  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard's  past,  you 
know,  and  he's  been  killed  three  times  and  come  back  to  life 
and  born  of  a  Virgin  Mother  or  whatever  the  hell  it  is,  they 
consider  that  these  things  are  factual.  He  was  a  war  hero. 

He  did  have  these  degrees.  And  that  the  government  with  a 
conspiracy  against  Scientology  has  gone  in  an  altered  all  this 
information.  Do  you  know  what  I  mean?  It's  like,  to  continue 
their  own  delusion  of  what  was  what. 

Now,  at  this  point  in  1980  were  you  still  buying  the  story  or 
would  you  concerned,  you  know,  in  terms  of  the  validity  of 
any  of  that? 

G:  There  were  a  couple  of  steps  in  the  process.  Initially,  I 
just  collected  the  documents.  Then  I  began  to  see 
discrepancies.  And  although  I  saw  discrepancies  I  continued 
to  believe  that  what  he  was  writing  about  himself  and  what  he 
had  been  saying  was  the  truth.  And  that  the  discrepancies 
could  be  explained  in  some  manner.  Additionally,  if  there  are 
only  a  couple  of  discrepancies  and  they're  minor 
discrepancies,  who  cares.  But,  through  the  process  of  the 
accumulation  of  the  biographic  archive,  in  my  study  of  them,  I 
began  to  see  that  it  wasn't  just  a  few  isolated  instances  but, 
rather,  that  he  had  —  that  lying  had  been  his  pattern  and 
that  that's  what  was  true  about  him.  What  was  true  about  him 
was  that  he  was  a  liar  and  that  he  appeared  to  think  that  he 
could  lie  with  impunity. 

J:  What  lies  did  you  see  specifically  that  you  could 
enumerate  a  few. 

G:  The  ones  which  were  significant  to  me  were  the  ones  I 
think  which  had  been  used  to  draw  me  into  the  organization 
and  which  had  kept  me  in  the  organization  for  all  that  time, 
and  they  were  not  just  used  for  that  but  used  to  create  a 
mystic  about  him  which  you  could  not  penetrate,  could  not 
question.  It  was  significant  ones.  If  he  had  been  crippled 
and  blinded  during  the  2nd  World  War.  That  he  had  cured 
himself  with  Dianetics.  That  it  was  a  matter  of  medical 
record  that  he'd  twice  been  pronounced  dead.  That  he  was  a 
nuclear  physicist.  Those,  to  me,  significant 

representations,  I  was  able  to  show  in  his  own  documents,  not 
the  government's  documents,  but  documents  which  he  maintained 
in  his  own  archive,  that  they  were  false. 

J:  Gerry,  how  did  you  feel  when  this  came  to  light?  I  mean, 
you're  a  loyal  Sea  Org  member.  You  have  worked  for  the  last 
ten  years  as  a  Sea  Org  member  working  night  and  day  very 
hard,  giving  your  all,  complete  dedication,  sometimes  16,  18, 

20  hours  a  day.  How  did  you  feel  when  you  began  to  find 
these  things  out  and  they  began  to  dawn  on  you  that  this  man 
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was  a  bigger  liar  than  he  was  a  purveyor  a  truth?  This  must 
have  been  the  devastating  thing  to  go  through.  You  were 
loyal.  There  was  probably  no  person  any  more  loyal  than  you. 
You  were  one  of  the  loyal  Sea  Org  members. 

G:  Well,  it  was  initially  like  I  say,  I  just-noted  the 
discrepancies  and  carried  on  with  my  work.  There  came  a  time 
when  my  mind  began  to  open.  I  began  to  see,  and  I  began  to 
question.  That  period  of  time  was  also  a  period  of  great 
confusion.  There  was  also  a  period  of  time  of  some  loneliness 
because  there  really  was  no  one  to  talk  to  because  I  couldn't 
go  to  someone  with  a  critical  thought.  I  could  not  —  you 
could  not  talk  and  say  the  things  that  I  had  to  say  inside 
the  organization. 

Then  there  came  a  period  of  time  in  the  fall  of  1980.  I 
actually  had  tried  a  couple  of  times.  I'd  gone  to  Laurel 
with  some  discrepancies,  cause  Laurel  had  been  his  public 
relations  officer  for  many  years.  She  knew  the  story.  And  I 
was  saying,  "Laurel,  this  isn't  true.  We  can't  say  that." 

Well  she  got  really  angry  at  me  and  silenced  me.  So  I  learned 
to  not  say  anything. 

But  there  were  a  couple  of  points.  One  of  them  was 
contracting  with  Omar  Garrison.  And  Garrison  had  a  couple  of 
very  pro-Scientology  books  prior  to  my  coming  on  the  scene 
although  he  was  not  a  Scientologist. . 

S:  He  was  a  huge  ally  of  the  church,  in  fact  ... 

G:  He  was  a  huge  ally  so  again  even  with  Garrison  I  couldn't 
just  say,  "Hey,  Omar,  you  know,  check  this  out.  It's 
bullshit!" 

S:  I've  connected  the  dots  and  it's  scary. 

G:  Right.  Now,  it  was  a  gradual  thing  with  him,  too.  I 
would  give  him  material  and  then  we'd  talk  about  it. 

Gradually  I  began  to  see  that  Omar  understood,  and  Omar  was 
an  ally  of  mine,  so  we  began  to  be  able  to  talk  freely.  And 
that  was  another  key  to  my  getting  out  of  the  organization 
was...  spending  a  lot  of  time  with  him,  with  his  wife, 
travelling  around  the  country  in  different  situations  outside 
the  organization.  And  then  going  back  into  the  organization 
and  having  that  comparison  all  the  time  where  you  do,  having 
the  knowledge  that  I  had,  going  into  the  organization  and 
seeing  the  craziness  inside  and  then  going  out  of  the 
organization  and  seeing  that  the  representations  the 
organization  was  making  about  the  outside  was  another  aspect 
of  the  big  lie  which  was  being  run  on  us. 

But,  toward  the  end  of  my  existence  inside  the  organization, 
and  also  as  I  learned  more  I  became,  I  guess,  braver  and 
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braver  and  braver.  You  know,  willing  to  stand  up  —  it  didn't 
matter  any  more.  You  know,  you  want  to  kick  me  out  of  this 
organization?  See  you  later. 

But  I  was  still  there,  still  dedicated,  so  I  developed 
something  of  a  cause  during  my  last  few  months  inside  the 
organization  of  attempting  to  get  the  organization  —  and,  of 
course,  I  knew  it  would  get  to  Hubbard  and  it  was  sort  of  a 
challenge  to  him,  but  initially  to  get  the  organization  to 
change  what  it  was  saying. 

S:  I  remember  that  part  very  well. 

G:  And  I  critiqued  a  number  of  the  dust  jacket  material  and 
the  "About  the  Author"  sections  of  the  various  books,  and  we'd 
go  through  them  and  line  by  line  say,  "This  isn't  true,  this 
isn't  true."  Here  are  the  facts."  This  we  don't  know.  We 
can't  document  that.  It  sounds  like  bullshit  to  me.  And  so, 

I  did  that  with  a  number  of  pieces.  And  I  think  it  actually 
had  a  good  effect  up  to  a  certain  point,  because  they  did 
actually  change  them  and  tone  down  some  of  the  hyperbole. 

S:  Now,  didn't  at  that  point  you  also  feel  —  this  is  per  my 
recollection  cause  I  was  a  PR  at  that  time  and  worked  pretty 
close  with  Laurel  and  —  didn't  you  feel  that  despite  the 
fabrications  and  despite  the  inconsistencies  that  there  was 
still  value  to  Hubbard?  I  think  I  recalled  something  about, 
"Gerry  said  that  we  could  still  do  a  biography  and  just  make 
it  truthful  and  still..."  —  because  LRH  had  contributed  so 
much,  just  do  a  truthful  thing,  and  his  contributions  would 
stand  on  their  own.  You  didn't  need  all  this  fabrication. 

And  you  sort  of  had  platformed  this  campaign,  right,  where 
you  went  over  like  a  pregnant  polevaulter. . . 

G :  Right . 

S :  ...  as  I  recall . 

G:  It  really,  I  think,  ran  his  accomplishments  and  the 
technology  will  have  to  stand  on  its  own.  If  it's  going  to 
stand,  it  has  to  stand  on  its  own.  We  can't  hold  it  up  with 
lies.  That's  the  way  I  still  feel  about  it  and  I  think  it 
has  fallen  on  its  own.  I  don't  think  that  it's  workable  and 
I  think  that  it's  an  enforced  technology.  But  that's 
sometime  later  in  my  development. 

S:  Now,  by  this  time,  you  and  Terry  were  no  longer  married 
and  you  had  remarried  to  Joyce  Brown. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Was  your  relationship  with  your  wife  at  this  time,  where 
you  were  very  vulnerable  and  feeling  alone,  was  that  any 
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solace  to  you? 

G:  Yeah.  See,  she  cane  along  in... 

S:  Another  catch,  dude.  I  mean  she  was  such  a  doll-baby.  She 
is  such  a  doll-baby. 

G:  Yeah,  she's  a  sweetheart.  Initially,  I'm  working  away  on 
the  biography  project  and  she's  up  there  in  SMI,  Scientology 
Missions  International.  And  we  connect.  And  you  know  what  a 
Sea  Org  romance  is  like,  you  know.  "Hey,  gotta  a  weekend 
free,  let's  drive  down  to  Tijuana  and  get  married."  You  know 
it's  that  kind  of  a  thing.  I  think  I  drove  her  down  one  week 
and  got  her  a  divorce  and  the  next  week  got  her  —  married 
her,  sort  of. 

But  she  was  in  much  the  same  situation  as  I  was,  in,  that,  if 
you're  free  to  talk  to  anyone  inside  the  organization  then, 
for  one  thing,  the  organization  wouldn't  be  Scientology  —  if 
people  were  free  to  talk  it  wouldn't  be  Scientology  because 
that's  the  essence  of  Scientology  is  its  lack  of  freedom. 

We  at  one  point  came  to  this  realization  that  we  could  talk. 
So,  just  toward  the  end  of  our  being  inside  the  organization 
we  formed  something  of  a  conspiracy  of  two.  And  so,  knowing 
what  we  knew,  and  once  I  knew  that  I  could  talk  to  her  and 
what  she  knew  is  she  could  talk  to  me,  and  we  formed  this 
little  conspiracy. . . 

J:  It  really  wasn't  a  conspiracy  though.  It  was  open,  honest 
communication. 

S:  Between  a  husband  and  wife. 

G:  Right,  open  and  honest  between  us,  but  .... 

S:  But  within  the  organization  it  would  have  been  a 
conspiracy. 

G:  . . .but  conspiring  to  not  let  the  organization  know  because 
they  say  you  must  talk  open  and  freely  to  this  sec  checker 
but  you  can't  talk  open  and  freely  to  your  spouse. 

S:  What? 

G:  That's  the  organizational  paradonn.  So  we  violated  that 
because  when  it  came  to  sec  checking  it  was  —  I  mean  she  had 
to  go  through  a  sec  check  toward  the  end  of  our  Sea  Org 
experience  and  by  that  time,  I  mean,  once  you  know  that  the 
whole  thing  is  a  scam,  anybody  can  con  a  sec  checker,  because 
you  have  a  certain  altitude.  Go  ahead  and  ask  a  question.  I 
don't  care. 


S:  That's  right. 
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G:  You  know,  it  doesn't  read.  There's  no  more  belief  in  that 
meter.  It's  just  a  pack  of  garbage. 

J :  Are  you  saying  that  the  E-Meter  is  not  100%  effective? 

G:  The  E-meter  is  at  best  a  worthless,  anti-religious 
artifact. 

J :  Thank  you . 

S:  Don't  sugarcoat  it  honey,  give  it  to  us  straight,  ok?  I 
mean,  you  know,  enough  of  this  pussyfooting  around  stuff. 

J:  You  feel  pretty  strongly  about  that,  don't  you  Jerry? 

S:  Yeah. 


G:  No,  it's  ...  irrelevant.  It  has  no  meaning.  It  has  no 
value  whatsoever. 

J :  I  think  the  value  that  it  has  is  the  value  that  the  person 
holding  the  cans  has... 

S:  Infuses  into  it  ... 

J:  Yeah,  places  upon  it  because  of  what  he's  been  told  or 
shown. 

G:  That's  not  the  value.  There  may  be  some  value  in 
answering  questions.  There  may  be  some  value  of  looking  into 
one's  mind.  And  — 

J:  I  agree  with  what  you're  saying.  I  don't  disag..  I'm 
saying  the  value  that  it  has  to  the  organization,  not  to  the 
person. 

G:  Oh,  yes.  It  has  the  same  kind  of  value  that  thumbscrews 
had  in  another  era. 

J:  Yeah. 

S:  Now,  Gerry,  when  you  had  all  those  documents  and  you  had 
these  boxes,  did  you  not  come  across  a  lot  of  evidence  in 
terms  of  not  only  inconsistencies  in  the  fabrications  that  L. 
Ron  Hubbard  had  presented  to  Scientology  as  a  whole,  but  also 
things  that  made  his  past  actually  questionable  in  terms  of 
maybe  alcoholism  or  drug  use  or  things  that  you  came  across 
that  not  only  show  him  as  someone  who's  made  up  these  things, 
but  showed  a  quite  —  A  man  who  was  the  antithesis  of  what  had 
been  presented. 


G:  Yeah.  Yeah. 
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S:  Tell  us  about  that. 

G:  I  began  to  see  that  his  drug  of  choice  in  his  later  years 
were  steroids.  And  he  dosed  himself  with  massive  doses  of 
testosterone  and  I  remain  convinced  that  that  is  what  he  used 
to  keep  an  edge  on  his  belligerence. 

S:  Interesting. 

J:  How  did  you  come  to  find  that  out? 

G:  From  his  own  writings. 

J:  Is  there  any  way  that  we  could  look  at  those  writings? 

G:  I  don't  know  of  any  way  of  getting  to  them  at  this  time. 

J:  Why?  I  know  it's  a  simple  question,  but  why? 

G:  Because  the  organization  will  not  disgorge  the  true 
information  which  it  has  on  Hubbard. 

S:  Do  you  think  they've  kept  that  information  or  do  you  think 
they've  destroyed  the  information? 

G:  Both.  So  that  there  is  certain  aspects  of  what  they've 
done  and  the  criminal  activity  that  they're  involved  in  which 
they  maintain  and  there 're  certain  aspects  of  it  which  they 
destroy. 

J:  When  you  say  the  criminal  activity  they're  involved  in, 
do  you  think  that  the  majority  of  Scientologists  have  any 
idea  that  that's  going  on? 

S:  The  current  Scientologists? 

J:  Yeah. 


G:  No. 


S:  Of  course  not. 

J:  Then? 

G:  When  you  talk  about  the  majority  —  the  people  at  the  top 
know. 

J:  Like  David  Miscavige  and  Norman  Starkey  and... 

G:  Yeah,  and  Gene  Ingram?  Sure.  The  people  who  control 
Scientology.  And  the  lawyers.  Oh,  yeah,  the  Earle  Cooleys 
of  the  world?  Sure.  They  absolutely  know  that  they're 
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involved  in  criminal  activity  designed  to  destroy  civil 
rights  of  the  members  of  the  organization  and  the  lives  of 
anyone  they  perceive  as  enemies. 

J:  Can  you  give  me  two  examples  of  civil  rights  that 
Scientology  has  violated?  < 

G:  Freedom  of  association,  freedom  of  speech,  freedom  of 
religion. 

S:  Just  to  name  a  few,  honey. 

J:  Ok.  Yeah.  I  mean,  thanks  because... 

S:  Gerry,  keep  going. 

J:  That  sort  of  thing  I  think  is  important.  Most  people 
don't  realize  that  that's  what's  going  on.  Most  people  have 
no  idea  that  that's  going  on.  Did  you  feel  like  you  were 
manipulated  while  you  were  in  there? 

G:  While  I  was  in  there  I  don't  recall  that  the  subject  of 
manipulation  crossed  my  mind.  I  don't  think  I  could  have 
allowed  myself  to  think  that  I  was  being  manipulated.  But... 

J :  Did  you  ever  feel  that  way? 

G:  I  felt  absolutely  controlled.  But  my  understanding  of  the 
manipulation,  the  coercion,  comes  later. 

J:  After  one  pulls  back  and  views  it  from  the  outside. 

G:  Yeah,  well,  I  mean,  technically  I  was  inside  but  I  had 
really  begun  to  deprogram  myself  and  so... 

J:  Did  you  tie  yourself  up?  I  mean  we  all  know  about 
deprogrammings.  You  get  tied  up,  and  ... 

S:  ...  sexually  molest  yourself. 

J :  Did  you  tie  yourself  up  and  sexually  molest  yourself? 

G:  Oh,  I  mean,  deprogramming  has  to  do  with  that  subject  of 
manipulation.  While  you're  programmed  you  don't  know  that 
you  are  being  manipulated.  When  you're  deprogrammed  you 
realize  that  you  have  been  manipulated. 

J:  So  in  order  to  be  deprogrammed,  one  has  to  be  programmed. 

G:  Yeah. 

J:  Deprogramming  doesn't  work  on  somebody  who  hasn't  been 
programmed . 
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G:  I  would  think  that's  true. 

J:  Yeah.  I  would  think  so  too.  I  would  think  so  too. 

G:  Accepting  the  word  and  the  definition.  - 
J:  When  did  you  leave? 

G:  December  '81. 

J:  Why? 

G:  It  was  time  to  go.  (laughter) 

J:  Would  you  tell  me  a  little  bit  more  about  that.  I  mean,  I 
believe  what  you're  saying  but  not  everybody  knows  the  Gerry 
Armstrong  story.  And  I  think  a  lot  of  people  might  be  most 
interested. 

G:  Ok.  Well,  I  came  to  the  point  I  guess  a  couple  of  weeks 
prior  to  that  and  I  had  been  very  vocal  on  the  subject  of  the 
lies,  Hubbard's  lies,  the  organization's  lies  and  the 
organization's  activities.  And  my  vocalness  had  come  to  the 
attention  of  Norman  Starkey.  Norman  Starkey  at  that  time  was 
on  a  mission  operated  by  David  Miscavige,  the  purpose  of 
which  was  to  take  care  of  Hubbard's  legal  problems  so  that  he 
could  come  out  of  hiding.  And  Starkey  one  day  came  into  my 
area,  Hubbard  archives  area,  and  we  had  a  conversation.  And 
he  accused  me  of  saying  things  about  Hubbard  which  were 
untrue.  And  one  of  the  things  he  said  was,  Hubbard  —  he 
wanted,  Starkey  wanted,  to  charge  the  PRs  through  the  ages 
with  creating  the  lies  which  I  have  documented. 

S:  Well...  now  hadn't  that  happened  to  a  large  extent?  Did 
Lizzie  and  Laurel  —  for  a  period  of  time,  I  don't  know  what 
happened  to  the  whole  thing,  but  they  took  the  fall  that  they 
had  made  it  up  and  they  had  written  these  falsehoods  about  L. 
Ron  Hubbard. 

G:  But  they  weren't  around  in  1950  and  1952  and  1965... 

S:  No,  but  they  were  the  ones  who  —  they  had  written  down 
the  biographical  information  on  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  how  it  was 
dictated  to  them  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  per  my  recollection. 

G:  But  they  were  not  there.  If  you  look  at  —  what's  the 
book  on  the  atom  bomb,  the  nuclear  physicist's  book  —  "All 
About  Radiation".  If  you  look  at  that  book  and  if  you  look  at 
the  bulletins  that  were  written  in  that  era  it  says,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard,  a  nuclear  physicist.  Lizzie  wasn't  there.  Laurel 
wasn't  there. 
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S:  That’s  true.  That's  so  true. 

G:  How  can  you  say  —  I  mean,  it's  like  one  thing  to  make 
those  people  scape  goats,  but  those  people  weren't  there  in 
'56.  Laurel  wasn't  old  enough  to  be  there  in  '56.  She  was 
in  our  generation.  I  mean,  you  know,  we're  the  60 's.  We're 
the  baby  boomers. 

S:  Lizzie  certainly  wasn't  there,  either. 

G:  Anyway,  what  I  did  was  show  Starkey  in  Hubbard's 
handwriting  where  he  had  called  himself  a  nuclear  physicist 
and  Starkey  just  went  silent  and  he  stormed  out.  And  a  short 
time  later  I  was  called  down  to  Gilman  Hot  Springs. 

J :  Do  you  think  he  had  a  ma j  or  ARC  break? 

G:  No,  I  think  that  he  recognized  that  everything  that  he  had 
put  his  life  into  for  so  many  years  and  had  done  so  many 
rotten  things  and  attacked  so  many  people  in  defense  of.  That 
he  saw  that  that  hung  in  the  balance  and  he  had  to  go  one  way 
or  another.  So  he  chose  to  close  his  mind.  And  he  wrote  to 
the  . . .  one  of  the  executives  of  La  Quinta  . . .  Gilman  Hot 
Springs  and  requested  that  I  be  sec  checked. 

J:  This  is  the  Golden  Ere  Studios,  or  Golden  Era  Studios. 

G:  Right,  but  at  that  time  —  I'm  not  sure  what  it  is  now. 

S:  No,  cause  it's  at  Gilman's. 

G:  CMO  headquarters... 

S:  This  is  at  La  Quinta. 

G:  No,  this  is  Gilman. 

S:  Oh,  this  is  Gilman,  ok. 

G:  Yeah,  this  is  —  CMO  headquarters,  in  any  case.  And  so  I 
went  --  I  was  called  to  Gilman  and  I  spoke  to  Cirrus  Slepp. 

And  she  asked  me  about  —  she  actually  showed  me  Starkey's 
report  on  me.  And  I  said  that  I  —  you  know  I  was  quite  open 
with  her. 

S:  Now  Starkey  reported  that  you  had  fabricated  this 
information? 

G:  No,  Starkey  reported  that  I  was  criticizing  Hubbard  and  he 
wanted  to  find  out  what  I  had  been  saying  and  what  documents 
I  had  been  giving  to  Omar  Garrison  because  I'm  working 
closely  with  Garrison,  and  if  I'm  giving  Garrison  documents 
showing  that  L.  Ron  Hubbard  claimed  to  be  a  nuclear 
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physicist  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard  lied  about  being  a  nuclear 
physicist  and  Starkey  knew  about  many  more  lies... 

J:  The  cat  would  be  out  of  the  bag. 

G:  Right.  So  he  wanted  —  they  wanted  to  keep  a  lid  on  it. 
Cause  his  job,  of  course,  is  to  continue  the 'myth  of  L.  Ron 
Hubbard.  Starkey's  put  a  whole  life  into  doing  that.  He's 
dedicated  to  that  illusion. 

J:  Starkey  got  into  Scientology  in  the  60 's  in  South  Africa. 

So  he's  been  in  a  long  time,  probably  30  years. 

G:  Yeah 

J:  That's  a  long  time  to  put  in.  It's  at  that  point  20  years. 

G:  Right.  And  he  was  in  a  position  of  power.  And  he  liked 
those  positions  of  power.  And  this  is,  of  course,  some  kind 
of  a  threat.  I  mean,  here's  just  some  guy  down  there  making 
all  kinds  of  noise  and  essentially  calling  L.  Ron  Hubbard  a 
liar. 

J:  You  know,  one  of  things  that  always...  I'd  always  thought 
about  in  Scientology  was  the  is-ness,  as-is-ness, 
alter-is-ness  and  not-is-ness.  It  says  in  order  for  something 
to  survive  or  continue  there  has  to  be  a  lie  in  it.  And  the 
question  that  always  came  to  my  mind  —  the  first  question 
that  always  came  to  my  mind  is,  for  Scientology  to  continue  it 
must  have  a  lie  because  it  says  so  right  here.  In  order  for 
anything  to  continue  it  has  to  have  a  lie.  So  I  always 
wondered  what  the  lie  in  Scientology  was. 

G:  The  lie  is  that  is  Hubbard's  philosophy.  Hubbard's 
philosophy  is  flawed.  It  is  a  corrupt,  dishonest  philosophy. 
And  he  was  a  corrupt  and  dishonest  man. 

J:  You  must  hate  his  guts.  You  must  hate  his  guts  for  a 
person  who's  ...  for  a  person  who's  been  loyal... 

G:  That  which  will  survive  is  that  which  can  never  be 
altered.  That  which  is  altered  and  that  which  is  hence 
unreal,  that  which  is  a  lie,  will  not  persist.  Now  you  can 
try  and  Hubbard  can  try  but  you  will  not  get  lies  to  persist. 

J:  That's  true  because  there's  always  some  truth  under  there 
and  they'll  pull  the  truth  out  and  it's  fixed  full  of  lies. 

G:  The  truth  will  be  there  no  matter  what  you  do  with  it. 

J:  We  need  to  go  eat  lunch,  or  dinner? 

G:  Oh,  ok. 
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J:  So  I  think  that  you  have  an  appointment. 

G:  Yeah. 

J:  Before  we  do  that,  let  me  ask  you  two  quick  questions. 

G:  Ok. 

J:  You  left  in  '81. 

G :  Right . 

J:  You  were  sued  in  '84. 

G:  *82. 

J:  '  82 . 

S:  Jerry? 

J:  It  went  to  trial  in  *84. 

G:  Right. 

S:  We  should  just  pick  this  up,  because... 

J :  We  will . 

S:  Ok,  I  just  wanted  ... 

J:  We  will.  But,  I  just  want  to  get  this  on  here.  They  lost 
the  suit  against  you. 

G:  Right. 

J:  In  '86. 

S:  Big  time. 

J:  In  '86.  They  sued  you  in  '82.  Went  to  trial  in  '84.  In 
'86  they  settled  out  of  court  with  you. 

G:  Right. 

J:  For  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  if  my  sources  are 
correct,  and  you  don't  need  to  verify  ...  or  hints  at  all,  if 
you  can  let  us  —  if  you  want  to,  it's  fine.  But  there's  no 
reason  to  give  anything.  If  my  sources  have  been  correct  you 
got  $800,000.  You  —  Scientology  paid  you  $800,000  because 
you  knew  the  truth  about  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  You  knew  the 
truth.  And  you  have  been  harrassed  and  you've  followed. 
You've  been  lied  about.  You've  had  people  watch  you  24  hours 
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a  day  for  weeks  on  end.  You've  had  to  go  through  extreme 
mental  pressure  today,  yesterday,  even.  Gene  Ingram  says 
things  to  you  like,  "Gosh,  Gerry,  you  look  like  you  have 
AIDS,"  when  in  fact  you're  a  very  healthy  person  and  you're  a 
marathon  runner.  And  it's... 

G :  Right . 

J:  Settlement  aside,  but,  these  other  things  are  correct. 

G:  Right. 

J:  These  guys  are  still  harrassing  you. 

G :  Right . 

J:  And  you  were  a  loyal,  loyal,  Sea  Org  member.  Never  in 
your  wildest  dreams  did  you  think,  when  you  got  into 
Scientology,  and  you  dedicated  your  life  to  this,  if  ever  they 
had  put  you  in  this  position. 

G:  Right. 

J:  Thanks.  Can  we  continue  this? 

G:  Yeah. 

J :  Thanks . 

G :  Thank  you . 

[RESUME  TAPING] 

S:  Hi  Gerry,  you  left  in  '81. 

G:  Right,  December  '81. 

S:  Can  you  tell  me  what  led  up  to  your  departure  from 
Scientology? 

G:  Sure.  I  had  come  to  the  conclusion  at  the  end  of  '81  that 
the  organization  was  not  going  to  reform  its  ways,  it  was  not 
going  to  correct  the  lies  L.  Ron  Hubbard  had  told  about 
himself.  L.  Ron  Hubbard  was  not  going  to  correct  the  lies 
he'd  been  telling  about  himself.  The  organization  was  not 
going  to  change  its  --  what  I  considered  —  criminal  and 
anti-social  behavior.  And  I  knew  that  my  days  were  numbered, 
that  I  could  not  continue  to  be  in  the  organization  taking 
the  stand  that  I  had  been  taking,  being  vocal  on  the  subject 
of  Hubbard's  lies.  So  I  really  was  faced  with  only  one 
choice  to  make  and  that  was  to  leave.  So,  I  carefully, 
cautiously,  and  over  a  period  of  a  week  or  ten  days  removed 
my  few  belongings  and  my  wife's  few  belongings  out  of  the 
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building  and  we  cleaned  our  living  space  before  we  left.  Left 
the  few  pieces  of  Sea  Org  uniform  that  I  had,  and  we  drove 
away. 

S:  I  see.  Now  didn't  you  at  this  time  do  something  rather 
brazen  which  is  like  —  didn't  you  keep  some  of  the 
documentation  for  some  period  of  time  and  send  copies  to  the 
church  or  vice  versa  kept  copies  and  sent  stuff  back  to  the 
church? 


G:  No. 


S:  No? 

G:  No,  I  didn't.  I  worked  very  diligently  and  my  wife  Joyce 

—  and  Jocyln  —  worked  very  diligently  for  the  last  couple 
of  weeks  copying  whatever  we  could  copy  of  the  documents 
which  I  had  in  archives,  many  of  which  I  had  already  copied 
and  already  provided  to  Omar  Garrison,  but  I  was  dedicated  to 
Garrison.  I  sensed,  or  knew,  that  whoever  took  over  the 
biography  project  after  I  left,  and  I  assumed  that  it  was 
going  to  be  Vaughn  Young,  because  he'd  been  working  with  me  on 
the  project  at  that  time  and  it  was  my  expectation  that  he  was 
going  to  take  over  the  project,  that  the  organization  once  I 
left  would  not  allow  Garrison  the  access  to  the  materials  that 
I  had  so  my  dedication  to  him,  my  dedication  to  the  biography 
project  and  my  dedication  to  the  attempt  to  bring  to  light  the 
truth  brought  me  to  copy  everything  I  could,  and  what  I 
couldn't  copy  and  all  the  copies  that  I  had  remaining,  I  took 
to  Garrison  at  the  end.  So  I  provided  them  to  Garrison  and 
then  Joyce  and  I  drove  up  to  Canada.  And  at  that  time  we  were 
completely  documentless.  I  did  not  have  any  documents. 

Didn't  do  anything  with  the  documents  for  a  period  of  time. 

There  came  a  time  some  months  later  because  i  began  to  work 
for  Garrison  outside  the  organization  that  I,  at  his  request, 
copied  a  lot  of  the  copies  which  I  had  given  to  him  because 
he  wanted  to  set  up  a  separate  archives  because  he  felt  that 
the  organization  was  going  to  burglarize  his  place  and  steal 
the  materials  that  I  had  provided  to  him. 

So,  that  second  set  of  materials  was  what  I  then  provided  to 
Mike  Flynn,  or  sent  to  Mike  Flynn,  after  I  knew  that  the  war 
with  the  organization  had  started,  in  the  spring  of  1982. 

So,  the  organization's  claim  that  I  stole  all  these  documents 

—  that's  simply  not  true.  I  was  under  contract  to  provide 
the  documents  that  I  could  to  Garrison  and  I  performed 
pursuant  to  that  contract.  It  was  only  as  a  result  of  the 
organization's  declaring  me  an  enemy  --  I  knew  that  I  was 
then  fair  game.  I  knew  that  the  battle  had  been  engaged.  And 
I  took  it  as  what  was  the  only  sane  thing  to  do.  Anticipating 
a  legal  battle.  In  fact  I  was  told  to  get  a  lawyer.  I  did. 
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I  got  Mike  Flynn. 

S:  Okay.  And  so,  then,  how  did  it  progress  from  that  point, 
the  legal  battle? 

G:  Through  the  spring  of  '80  —  late  spring  of  '82  and  into 
the  summer  I  provided  sets  of  documents  as  I  was  able  to  get 
them  from  Garrison  and  copy  them.  I  sent  them  to  Mike  Flynn. 
Some  of  the  documents  that  I  sent  were  some  of  the  originals 
which  I  had  provided  to  Garrison. 

Some  of  the  originals  I  provided  to  Garrison  because  he 
needed,  or,  we  felt,  that  it  was  very  good  to  have  originals 
because  he  was  considering  including  copies,  photographs  of 
the  original  documents  in  the  biography,  some  of  the  things 
which  were  in  Hubbard's  handwriting  and  on  the  original  paper 
would  have  been  great  included  in  the  biography.  So  some  of 
them  he  had  for  that  reason.  Some  of  them  he  had  because  I 
just  didn't  have  time  to  copy  them.  It  was  our  intention 
that  Garrison  would  copy  them  and  he'd  provide  —  give  the 
originals  back  to  the  organization. 

But  some  of  the  documents  were  originals,  but  most  of  them 
were  copies  which  I  provided  to  Flynn. 

S:  Now  up  to  this  point  Mr.  Garrison  had  been,  as  you'd 
stated  before,  an  ally  of  the  church.  And  Did  he  also  —  was 
he  becoming  disillusioned  with  all  this  newly  discovered 
information? 

G:  I  think  he  was  —  he  wasn't  probably  as  illusioned  as  I 
thought  he  was.  He  really  was  an  intelligent  man  living  on 
the  outside  of  Scientology,  and  had  provided  as  a  writer  a 
service  for  them  in  doing  the  books  that  he'd  done.  But  he 
thought  his  own  thoughts  and  he  was  independent  of 
Scientology.  And  he  is  a  —  he's  a  fighter  in  his  own  way, 
so  he  had  already  had  his  own  battles  with  Scientology  just 
to  arrive  at  the  products  that  he'd  done. 

So  it  came  to  him  as  really  no  surprise.  And  It  was  a 
surprise  to  me  that  it  was  no  surprise  to  him.  He  was  pretty 
real  about  the  whole  thing.  But,  he  did  begin  to  understand 
that  he  had  possession  of  very  sensitive  documents  and  that 
the  organization  would  then  consider  him,  if  not  an  enemy, 
certainly  a  major  security  threat  in  that  he  possessed  these 
very  sensitive  documents. 

S:  Okay.  So,  you  went  to  court.  The  Church  filed  suit  against 
you,  am  I  correct? 

G:  Yeah.  August  '82. 


S:  You  countersued. 
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G :  Right . 

S:  This  was  a  big  suit.  I  mean  this  was  well  covered  in  the 
LA  Times.  This  was  like  a  very  big,  visible  suit.  Can  you 
tell  me  how  that  progressed  and  what  the  outcome  was?  And  who 
all  was  involved? 

G:  Sure.  They  sued  me  in  August  of  1982  seeking  to  recover 
the  documents  which  I  had  sent  to  Hike  Flynn,  and  seeking 
damages.  And  the  causes. of  action  were  conversion.  They 
considered  that  my  providing  —  initially  they  claimed  that 
my  providing  the  documents  to  Omar  Garrison  was  conversion 
because  they  did  not  know  at  that  point  that  I  had  retained  a 
copy  of  the  contract  to  show  that  Garrison  legitimately  had 
the  documents  and  that  I  legitimately  had  given  Garrison  the 
documents . 

I  defended  the  suit  initially  by  stating  that  the  documents 
were  not  the  organization's  documents  but  were  L.  Ron 
Hubbard's  documents  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard  should  bring  the 
lawsuit  but  L.  Ron  Hubbard  would  not  come  out  of  hiding,  and 
he  was  afraid  to  come  into  court.  So  then  Mary  Sue  Hubbard 
intervened  on  his  behalf.  And  she  claimed  a  proprietary 
interest  in  the  documents. 

That  was  the  initial  stage  of  the  lawsuit.  The  judge  in 
Superior  Court  —  I  think  it  was  Judge  Coale,  then  ordered 
the  documents  which  I  had  provided  to  Mike  Flynn  and  to  my 
other  lawyers  Contos  and  Bunch  in  Woodland  Hills  —  he  ordered 
those  documents  be  delivered  to  the  court  and  they  stayed 
within  the  possession  of  the  court  through  the  lawsuit, 
through  the  pendency  of  the  lawsuit  up  until  the  time  of 
settlement  which  was  December  1986. 

So,  they  initially  sued  me,  and  then  I  filed  a  counterclaim 
for  the  intentional  infliction  of  emotional  distress  and  for 
fraud.  That  then,  the  two  cases  were  bifurcated  —  they  were 
split  apart  so  that  initially  all  that  got  tried  at  my  trial, 
at  the  Breckenridge  trial  in  the  spring  of  1984  was  their 
lawsuit  against  me.  And  out  of  that  came  the  famous 
Breckenridge  decision  in  which  he  found  that  because  of  my 
knowledge  of  fair  game,  of  organization  intelligence 
operations  and  of  the  fraud  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard  that  I  was 
justified  in  going  to  Garrison,  getting  the  documents  that  I 
knew  about  and  sending  them  to  my  lawyer.  So  ...  That  was  the 
result  of  that  trial. 

My  case  against  them. . . 

S:  Was  that  a  jury  trial? 

G:  No,  judge  trial.  My  case  against  them  did  not  go  to  trial 
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because  that  was  settled.  It  was  scheduled  to  go  to  trial. 

At  one  time  in  December  of  '86,  then  in  early  1987.  And  in 
large  part  because  it  was  scheduled  to  go  to  trial  the 
organization  settled  it. 

S:  Now  I  know  a  lot  of  other  executives  at  the  time  sort  of 
—  I  wouldn't  say  rallied  around  you,  but,  but,  came  to 
witness  against  the  Church  during  this  time. 

G:  Right. 

S:  And  that  was  a  big  thing  at  the  time,  right,  because  these 
were  some  of  the  senior  most  executives  of  the  church. 

G:  Uh  huh.  Laurel  Sullivan  who'd  been  Hubbard's  public 
relations  officer  whose  history  went  back  with  him  through  the 
Sea  Org.  Bill  —  sorry,  Bill  Franks  wasn't  there.  Homer 
Schomer.  Eddie  Walters. 

S:  Kima,  didn't  Kima.. 

G:  Kima  testified.  Nancy  Dincalci.  So  a  number  of  them 
were,  really  my  friends.  People  who  I'd  known  inside  the 
organization  and  outside  the  organization.  A  group  of 
friends  who  were  quite  close  to  me  and  who  had  the  courage  to 
come  forward  and  testify. 

S:  That's  great.  Now,  your  suit  settled  and  —  bring  us  up 
to  date  to  this  point  as  well  as  how  you  feel  retrospectively 
about  the  whole  situation,  what,  you  know,  what  would  like  to 
do  now,  are  you  under  a  gag  order  presently?  Are  you  not? 

G:  I'll  give  you  the  history. 


S:  Ok. 

G:  So  in,  From  1984  after  the  Breckenridge  decision  there  were 
a  series  of  events  —  operations  that  the  organization  mounted 
against  me  to  compromise  me,  to  set  me  up,  to  get  me  charged 
with  false  criminal  charges,  any  number  of  things.  The 
onslaught. . . 

S:  1984,  that  was  during  the  trial  —  during  your  case  or 
prior  to  your  case  or  after  your  case? 

G:  They  began  before  —  in  1982  they  had  Pis  on  me,  I  was 
assaulted,  I  was  driven  into.  They  tried  to  get  me  in  a 
highway  accident.  They  harrassed  me  day  and  night  for  well 
over  a  month.  Then  as  a  result  of  the  court's  comment  about 
this  kind  of  activity,  they  backed  off.  They  kept  up  the 
legal  onslaught  and  they  deposed  me  in  any  number  of  cases 
and  within  my  own  case.  And  they  ran  operations  against  me. 
You  okay? 
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S:  Yeah. 

G:  But  it  was  really  after  my  trial  in  1984  when  they 
escalated  the  war.  They  sent  around  my  friend  Dan  Sherman. 

You  may  know  him.  And  I  liked  Dan.  We  weref really  close. 

And  we  hung  out  a  lot.  But  the  whole  thing  was  an  operation 
to  get  Dan  close  to  me  so  that  I  could  be  set  up.  And  what 
they  tried  to  do  through  Dan  was  to  convey  to  me  the  idea  that 
there  was  a  group  of  people  inside  the  organization  who  wanted 
to  reform  it,  who  wanted  to  get  rid  of  the  criminal  element  at 
the  top  of  the  organization  and  have  it  revert  to  its 
pre-Guardian's  Office,  pre-criminal  days.  Get  rid  of  the 
criminality. 

S:  Now,  so  at  this  point,  were  you  supportive  of  that 
effort,  on  Danny's  part? 

G:  Well,  at  first  all  it  was  was  him  telling  me  that  there 
was  this  group  of  people  and  then  he  would  send  me  messages 
from  them.  And  then  gradually  I  built  up  a  relationship  with 
them.  These  people  claimed  to  be  a  core  group  of  35  people 
inside  the  organization  who  were  working  covertly  because  of 
their  fear  that  should  it  become  known  that  they  wanted  to 
reform  the  organization  they  said  they  were  afraid  for  their 
lives. 

S:  So  at  this  point  despite  everything  you  knew  about  Hubbard 
you  must  have  had  some  faith  in  the  technology  of 
Scientology.  Or  am  I  wrong?  Am  I  mistaken?  I  mean  if  you 
thought  well  we  can  restore  this  organization  to  its  original 
intention  to  be,  you  know,  this  may  be  humanitarian  group  or 
maybe  this  . . . 

GA:  No.  No,  it's  more  like  downstairs  here  there  could  be 
any  number  of  Catholics,  Protestants,  Jews  or  whatever,  but 
I  support  the  cause  that  they're  involved  in.  It's  that  sort 
of  way.  I  did  not  consider  myself  a  Scientologist,  but,  if 
Scientologists  want  to  continue  to  be  Scientologists  and  at 
the  same  time  clean  up  the  criminal  element  in  the 
organization  I  can  support  that  without  myself  being  a 
Scientologist.  So  I  supported  their  intention  of  reforming 
the  organization.  And  I  didn't  know  who  they  were.  I'd  never 
spoken  to  them  so  it  was  sort  of  a  support  from  a  distance  — 
there  was  nothing  to  do.  He  was  relaying  this  information  to 
me . 

Then  they  initiated  a  dialogue  with  me.  They  wanted  to 
communicate  with  me.  And  they  would  send  messages  via  Dan, 
the  message  that  they  really  respected  me  for  what  I  did,  the 
integrity  that  I  showed  during  the  trial,  and  so  on.  I  got  a 
phone  call  one  night  from  one  of  these  guys  just  after  the 
trial  and  just  the  day  before  I  was  to  fly  to  London  to 


-28- 


testify  in  the  child  custody  case,  the  one  that  Jolly  West 
quoted  from  today,  the  Latey  decision  came  out  of  that  trial. 

I  went  over  there  and  testified.  Well  the  night  before  I 
received  a  telephone  call  from  one  of  these  people  claiming  to 
be  one  of  the  35  Loyalists.  And  he  said,  "We  can  get  your  pc 
folders.  We  know  you  want  your  pc  folders.  We  can  get  them 
for  you."  "Oh,  ok.  What  do  I  have  to  do?"  "Oh,  well  you'll 
have  to  drive  to  a  certain  place  in  Los  Angeles..." 

S:  Griffith  Park. 

G:  No,  this  was  a  different  —  I  never  went,  I  never  bit.  I 
never  rose  to  the  bait  on  that  occasion.  I  said,  "Well,  to 
me  this  could  be  construed  as  accepting  stolen  property  and 
it  also  could  be  an  attempt  to  get  ...  to  stop  me,  because  of 
the  times  that  were  involved,  to  stop  me  from  flying  to 
London,  cause  they  did  not  want  me  testifying  in  the  trial.  I 
said,  "As  much  as  I'd  like  the  pc  folders  I  can't  do  it."  In 
any  case  I  flew  to  London  and  testified.  There,  in  London,  I 
was  harrassed  at  Heathrow  Airport  by  private  investigators. 

And  they,  in  fact,  wrote  sworn  affidavits  that  I  was  observed 
passing  sealed  documents  to  a  bearded  Arab  in  the  Old  Cock 
Tavern,  pardon  me,  on  a  particular  Tuesday  night.  I  had  in 
fact  been  at  the  Old  Cock  Tavern  for  lunch  on  the  day  previous 
but  I  was  not  there  now  on  a  Tuesday  night.  And  the  whole 
thing  was  concocted,  but  that's  true  to  form  of  Scientology, 
you  know,  manufacture  evidence.  So  they  ...  a  Scientology 
operative  will  swear  to  anything.  The  fact  that  it's  a  sworn 
affidavit  doesn't  mean  anything.  But  it  was  just  another 
piece  of  the  ongoing  operation  to  compromise  and  set  me  up. 

I  returned  to  the  U.S.  and  then  I  was  contacted  by  two 
people.  One  of  them  was  David  Kluge,  who  I  only  knew  at  that 
time  as  Joey.  And  the  other  one  was  Mike  Rinder,  who  I'd 
known  from  inside  the  organization  in  the  Sea  Org.  And  both 
of  them  —  and  all  of  this  was  video  taped,  illegally, 
covertly,  by  Gene  Ingram.  And  I  didn't  know  at  the  time  and  I 
talked  to  them  like  I  ... 

S:  This  was  the  meeting  in  the  park. 

G:  Right. 

S:  The  famous  meeting  in  the  park. 

G:  Right.  And  there  were  a  series  of  meetings  in  the  park  but 
I  talked  to  them  like  I  talk  to  you  and  I  —  you  know  my 
language  was  atrocious.  I  made  bad  jokes.  Just  rotten.  I 
had  a  foul  mouth  at  the  time.  But  I  was  also  --  you  know,  I 
mean,  I  could  pick  up  that  there  was  something  weird  going  on 
because  what  they  would  tell  me  off  camera  seemed  to  be  so 
different  from  the  questions  that  they're  now  we're  sitting  on 
a  park  bench  and  they're  talking  to  me.  And  I'm  ...  was 
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completely  open  about  the  whole  thing,  but  I  also  knew  that 
there  was  something  weird  about  it  so  a  lot  of  what  I'm  saying 
on  the  video  tape  reflects  that  aspect  of  the  thoughts  that 
are  going  through  my  mind  about  how  strange  this  is. 

But  there  are  some  really  funny  things  that  occurred.  If 
you've  never  seen  the  videos,  they're  very.  Very  funny. 

S:  You  know,  I  on't  know,  Gerry,  that  the  videos  were  ever 
shown.  What  I  do  know  is  that  a  transcript  of  these  meetings 
was  published  in  Freedom. News  Journal. 

G:  Right.  A  part,  part  of  it. 

S:  In  part.  But  it  was  very  interestingly  written  because  it 
would  say  —  it  would  have  a  quote  and  it  might  be  a 
sentence,  and  then  it  would  say,  "And  then  he  said..."  and 
the  rest  was  all  just  like  editorialized,  "And  then  he  said 
this  and  this  and  de-de-de-de-de-de-de-de-de. "  And  then 
there'll  be  another  quote.  And  I  thought,  "Well,  if  he  said 
these  things  why  didn't  you  just  publish  the  dialogue?  Why 
are  you  giving  me  your  interpretation  of  what  he  actually 
said?" 


J:  True  to  form. 

S:  Of  course.  It  amused  me.  I  was  still  involved  in 
Scientology.  Still  a  believer.  I  saw  this.  I  have  to  tell 
you,  this  shook  me,  cause  I  went,  "This  is  nuts."  Who  could 
ever  believe  this  article?  And  I  was  truly,  truly  committed 
to  the  organization  at  this  point.  But  it  really  made  me  go, 
"Please,  this  so  discredits  them.  Why  would  they  do  this 
this  way?" 

G:  When  they  first  broke  the  videos  in  1985  up  in  the 
Christof ferson  trial,  before  they  were  shown  to  the  jury  the 
judge  viewed  the  first  two  videos.  And  he  viewed  them  in  his 
chambers,  then  he  came  back  out  and  he  said,  "These  are  very 
damaging,  damaging  to  the  church."  Right.  And  they  polled  the 
jury  after  the  trial.  And  they  said  that  the  video  tapes  of 
me  only  proved  one  thing.  And  that  was  that  fair  game  was 
alive  and  well  in  1985. 

So,  the  Scientologists  are  so  blinded.  Here's  the  way  I  think 
it  went  down.  People  are  reporting  to  Hubbard  through  this 
time  that  they  have  an  intelligence  connection  to  Armstrong. 
And  Hubbard  hates  Armstrong,  you  know,  cause  I've  been  saying 
all  these  things.  And  they've  been  telling  him  that  I  took 
the  documents. 

S:  Pull  back  the  curtain. 

G:  I  mean,  out  of  what  I  did  came  the  Breckenridge  decision 
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which  stated,  "This  guy  is  a  paranoid,  schizophrenic."  I 
mean  just  the  worst  thing  that  he  ever  wanted  to  hear.  But 
true. 

But  they  —  the  organization  could  never  tell  Hubbard  the 
truth.  And  Hubbard  could  never  hear  the  truth,  so  there's  a 
perfect  situation  there  for  Hubbard  to  get  partial  truth  and 
it  always  happened  inside  the  organization,  then  he  would 
issue  an  order.  He  would  issue  an  order,  in  this  case,  like, 
"Get  that  into  evidence.  That'll  destroy  Armstrong."  Because 
they're  telling  him,  "We've  got  video  tapes  of  Armstrong 
saying  'this,'  and  of  course,  they  take  one  line  out  of 
context."  But  that's  the  big  win  that  they  want  to  convey 
uplines  to  Hubbard. 

And  of  course,  Hubbard  doesn't  get  the  whole  picture,  but  now 
he  has  issued  an  order.  And  now  they  have  to  jump  through  the 
hoops  to  get  those  video  tapes  —  illegally  taken,  and  the 
judge  stated  up  in  Oregon,  these  things  are  illegal.  But  they 
fought  to  get  them  in.  And  after  the  judge  said  they're 
damaging  against  the  church,  does  anyone  care?  I  had  to  go 
through  the  incredible  embarrassment  of  my  foul  mouth,  and  I 
didn't  know,  you  know,  did  I  pick  my  nose,  you  know  —  how  did 
I?  You  know  there's  four  hours  of  video  tape  I  was  just  —  I 
was  a  total  jerk. 

S:  (Laughter) 

G:  But  I  understood  after  a  while  I  really  —  it  was  terrible 
to  me.  Up  in  the  Christof ferson  trial.  When  I  knew  that  my 
friend,  Dan  Sherman  had  set  me  up,  that  the  whole  thing  was  a 
set-up,  that  they'd  video-taped  all  of  this  stuff,  the 
betrayal  was  so  awful  to  me.  I  was  suicidal  for  just  days.  I 
walked  out  of  the  courtroom.  The  judge  got  rid  of  the  jury, 
sent  everyone  home,  and  he  was  busy  watching  these  things  in 
there.  And  I'm  sitting,  I'm  alone  out  there  in  the  courtroom 
for  an  hour  and  then  someone,  one  of  the  Scinos'  lawyers 
walked  in  and  made  some  complaint  about  me  even  staying  in  the 
courtroom  and  so  I  walked  outside. 

And  we  were  on  the  third  floor  of  the  courthouse.  And  there 
was,  you  know,  the  stairs  came  up  like  this  onto  the  third 
floor  and  then  they  went  around  like  that  so  there  were  two 
places  where  you  could  look  down  three  floors  onto  the  marble 
floor  below.  It  looked  just  hard  enough  that  it  would  do  the 
job,  just  smack!  I  really  considered  it  for  a  long  time.  I 
walked  over  to  the  railing  of  one  of  these  areas  and  I  looked 
down,  and  I  was  just  contemplating  just  ending  it  right  there. 
Then  I  realized  that  down  below  was  a  set  of  pay  phones  and 
that,  you  know,  someone  crossed  over  there  to  the  payphone  and 
I  realized,  you  know,  here  I  go  to  end  it  all  and  I  take  some 
innocent  guy  cut  walking  to  the  payphones,  so  I  couldn't  do 
that  so  I  walked  over  to  the  other  one,  thinking  well,  you 
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David  Mi9cavige  and  all  other  individuals  who  participate  in  the 
control  of  Scientology 

C/0  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esquire  * 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Blvd. ,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 

Re :  Nothllnq  v.  Scientology 

Dear  David  and  ail  others  involved: 

I  am  writing  this  to  you,  and  the  various  copy  recipients 
listed  below,  because  there  are  certain  things  it  is  fair  that 
you  know.  Although  it  is  the  trial  in  the  Nothlinq  case,  which, 

I  understand,  is  set  for  early  February,  that  has  moved  me  to 
write  at  this  time,  the  idea  of  writing  has  made  addressing  a 
number  of  other  subjects  also  timely. 

You  will  recall  that  in  June  of  1991  when  Malcolm  Nothling 
called  me  and  asked  me  to  testify  in  his  case  in  Johannesburg  I 
wrote  to  the  organization  via  Eric  Lieberman  to  see  if  by 
initiating  communication  on  the  subject  you  might  see  that  there 
was  an  answer  to  your  litigation  problems  different  from  the  one 
you  and  your  erstwhile  leader  had  been  believing  in  and  pursuing 
as  long  as  any  of  us  can  remember. 

Mr.  Lieberman  wrote  back,  essentially  advising  me  you  said 
stick  it  in  my  ear,  and  that  more,  not  less  litigation  was  going 
to  be  the  same  old  solution;  and  to  not  expect  communication 
other  than  the  solidest  of  sorts.  Copies  of  Mr.  Lieberman' s  and 
my  letters  are  enclosed  herewith. 

I  did  travel  to  South  Africa  in  1991  to  testify,  as  you 
know,  but  the  trial  was  postponed  on  the  organization's  motion. 
Now  it's  set  to  happen  again.  Again  Mr.  Nothling  has  asked  me  to 
testify,  again  I  have  agreed,  and  again  I  am  writing  you  to  see 
if  there  is  any  sense  in  attempting  to  unfoment  this  litigation. 

Your  public  attack  line  that  Gerald  Armstrong  foments 
litigation  against  you  is  particularly  hurtful  because  of  what  I 
have  done  and  continue  to  do  to  unfoment  litigation.  Even  my 
signing  of  your  settlement  agreement  was,  in  the  face  of  your 
intent  to  hurt  me,  which  fact  is  settled  by  the  agreement  itself, 
an  act  only  of  unfomentation. 

You  all  should  take  a  good  hard  look  at  the  hurt  your 
practices,  certainly  your  litigation  practices,  cause  in  the 
world.  And  you  don't  have  to  desist  in  them  because  of  anything 
I've  said.  You  can  knock  off  those  bad  practices  for  any  reason 
you  want,  including  because  they  don't  work  and  make  no  sense. 


All  ths  decent  people,  believe  me,  in  your  organization  want 
you  to  get  out  of  the  stupid  attack-the-attacker  business,  and 
they'd  salute  you  for  getting  the  organization  out  of  that 
silliness,  but  they're  too  frightened.  You  shouldn't  frighten 
good  people  that  way.  It's  cruel.  And  any  thinking  soul  knows 
that  you  guys  are  only  acting  out  of  fear,  so  you  really  are  not 
fooling  anyone  with  your  blindness  and  bluster. 

I  realize  you've  put  your  faith  in  really  bad  things,  like 
lies  and  PR,  threats  and  bullying,  and  really  mean  people,  like 
Gene  Ingram.  And  I'm  aware  that  having  put  your  faith  in  badness 
for  so  long,  and  spent  so  many  millions  of  dollars  to  have  so 
many  bad  lawyers  make  so  many  bad  decisions  and  add  so  much  to 
their  brethren's  bad  name,  it  can  seem  impossible  to  quit.  But 
you  must.  All  it  will  take  is  the  willingness  to  unfoment  your 
litigation. 

Eugene  M.  Ingram  has  done  such  nasty  things  to  so  many 
people  in  the  service  of  your  organization,  you  and  he  should  be 
spanked.  His  terrible  charge  at  the  CAN  convention  that  I  have 
AIDS  is  heartbreaking,  not  because  I  have  AIDS,  which  I  don't, 
but  because  your  pet  pit  viper  personalizes  and  focuses  your 
organization's  institutionalized  hatred. 

By  accusing  me  of  having  AIDS,  you  and  Ingram  attack  not 
just  me,  you  attack  the  many  people  whose  lives  have  been  touched 
by  this  disease,  or  for  that  matter  touched  by  your  organization, 
and  you  attack  yourself.  Your  similar-veined  attacks  on  other 
people  of  good  will  at  the  CAN  conference,  like  Father  Kent 
Burtner,  has  brought  your  organization  to  ignomy. 

But  the  target  of  faith  can  be  rechosen.  And  that  is  where 
I  urge  sense  and  unfomentation.  Put  your  faith  in  what  is  real, 
what  is  true,  what  can  always  be  depended  on.  Put  your  faith  in 
what  in  people  is  true,  unchanging  and  ceaselessly  loving. 

Putting  your  faith  in  lies,  PR,  threats,  bullying  and  bullies  you 
will  always  betray  yourself  because  you  put  your  faith  in 
nothing;  and  you  and  every  being  everywhere  have  a  right  to 
everything  that  nothing  isn't. 

LikewJss  don't  put  your  faith  in  litigation  or  your  use  of 
the  courts  to  harass.  It  is  possible  to  be  faithful  to  a  higher 
ideal  than  wins  in  court.  If  you  have  put  your  faith  in  lies, 
leverage,  advantage  and  bullying  to  secure  a  win,  you  have  gained 
nothing.  If  you  put  your  faith  in  truth,  hope,  charity,  love,  no 
matter  the  courtroom  outcome  you  have  everything;  that's 
religion. 

Since  the  1991  almost  trial  in  the  Nothllnq  case  the 
California  Court  of  Appeal  issued  its  opinion  in  the  appeal  you 
took  from  the  Breckenridge  decision  in  Armstrong  I.  the 
California  Supreme  Court  denied  review,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal 
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denied  your  motion  to  seal  the  appellate  record.  You  brought  and 
lost  the  motion  to  enforce  the  settlement  agreement  before  Judge 
Geernaert  In  Armstrong  I,  and  then  you  sued  me  to  enforce  it  in 
Armstrong  II. 

In  May  Judge  Sohigian  issued  his  ruling  refusing  to  enforce 
the  agreement,  although  enjoining  me  from  testifying  unless 
pursuant  to  a  subpoena.  He  also  ruled  that  I  did  not  have  to  not 
make  myself  amenable  to  service  of  process.  I  will  supply  a  copy 
of  the  Breckenridge  decision,  the  Armstrong  opinion  and  the 
Sohigian  injunction  to  any  of  the  recipients  of  this  letter  upon 
request . 

Because  you  didn't  appeal  from  the  Sohigian  injunction,  you 
have  accepted  it.  I  believe  as  well  that  for  a  valueless  desire 
for  a  valueless  win  at  any  cost  you  also  accepted  his  dicta;  e.g. 
"involves  abusing  people  who  are  weak,"  "involves  techniques  of 
coercion,"  "a  very,  very  substantial  deviation  between  [your] 
conduct  and  standards  of  ordinary,  courteous  conduct  and 
standards  of  ordinary,  honest  behavior,"  "be  sure  you  cut  the 
deck,"  "make  sure  to  count  all  the  chips." 

As  a  result,  I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone 
can,  except  testify  absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am 
permitted  do  I  am  going  to  do.  I  am  going  to  write  freely,  speak 
freely,  publish,  talk  to  the  media,  associate  freely,  and 
continue,  until  you  put  your  faith  in  something  more  religious 
than  what  is  bad  in  jurisprudence,  to  confront  the  injustice  you 
bring  to  court. 

In  the  next  month  or  so  I  expect  to  initiate  speaking  or 
media  events  to  help  pay  the  enormous  costs  of  this  litigation. 

And  I  expect  to  promote  my  legal  position  within  the  publishing 
industry,  because  my  story  and  my  writings  on  the  subject  are 
literarily  and  commercially  worthy. 

I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all  those 
people  I  consider  you  attack  unjustly  and  senselessly.  I  will 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  a  group  of  people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  against  them.  I  will  make  my 
knowledge  sod  support  available  to  any  Scientologist  who  is 
afraid  to  go  anywhere  else  for  understanding,  and  to  the  families 
of  Scientologists  your  organization  has  estranged.  I  will  even 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  entities  like  Time  and 
people  like  Rich  Behar  in  their  defenses  from  your  attacks. 

I  will,  nevertheless,  remain  available  to  do  whatever  I  can 
to  unfoment  your  litigation.  I  will  meet  with  you,  talk  with 
you,  help  you  to  find  a  better  solution  to  your  problems. 

Because  of  your  decision  to  not  have  anyone  communicate  with  me, 
no  one  from  your  organization  has.  I  get  a  little  lawyer 
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contact,  lot*  of  PI  BS ,  an  OSA  hearing  or  deposition  attender, 
enough  psychic  skirmishes  for  an  army,  but,  for  the  life  of  me, 
no  real  people. 

In  1991,  fantastically,  I  was  the  only  person  in  the  world, 
other  than  Malcolm  Nothling  himself,  who  was  willing  to  testify 
at  his  trial.  And  that  was  enough  reason  to  go.  In  February 
1993,  although  at  this  trial  I  probably  won't  be  the  only  person 
willing  to  testify,  there  will  still  be  ample  reasons  to  go, 
unless  the  case  can  be  resolved. 

I  really  would  rather  there  was  no  trial  and  I  really  would 
rather  not  go.  Lord  knows  this  last  period  has  been  overwhelming 
and  the  litigation  behemoth  terrifying;  and  Lord  knows  I  have  my 
own  calling,  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  your  legal  problems. 

So  I'm  willing  to  do  a  lot  to  unfoment  the  Nothling  litigation, 
and  all  the  tangled  legal  webs  you've  woven.  But  I  sure  can't  do 
much  if  you  continue  to  see  legal  warfare  as  the  solution  to  your 
problems  and  continue  to  pay  the  millions  your  legal  mercenaries 
say  the  warfare  costs. 

I  am  aware  that  with  enough  money  to  enough  lawyers  you,  the 
leaders  of  your  organization,  can  hide  yourselves  and  make  your 
roles  in  your  trumped-up  war  seem  very  important.  There  is  no 
doubt  this  is  desirable,  it  Just  isn't  fair.  The  real  purpose  of 
your  little  war  is  to  facilitate  your  doing  something  different 
from  Scientology,  while  all  those  whom  you  control  must  go 
through  the  daily  grind  you  say  you're  above. 

I  don't  fault  you  for  doing  something  different  from 
Scientology,  but  I  do  not  find  acceptable  your  holding 
Scientologists  in  bondage  to  your  catastrophic  cause,  enforcing 
your  lie  that  you  have  their  best  interests  in  mind,  robbing 
their  years  of  youth  and  vigor,  and  putting  them  at  risk  while 
you  show  up  at  the  occasional  ribbon  cutting  ceremony,  lunch  with 
lawyers  and  the  like,  sucker  celebs,  run  Pis  and  intel  ops, 
conspire,  cheat,  lie,  steal,  bully  and  destroy.  I  urge  something 
more  creative  as  a  better  idea. 

Your  hardworking  staff  members  and  people  of  good  will 
around  ths  world  who  have  supported  you  financially  and 
spiritually  will  not  for  much  longer  be  fooled  by  your 
foolishness  and  will  stop  believing  your  lies.  They  will  speak 
to  each  other,  they  will  speak  out  against  your  suppression,  and 
they  will  act  to  free  themselves  and  their  friends.  You  cannot 
much  longer,  as  we  move  societally  into  the  age  of  wisdom, 
cynically  and  sillily  intimidate  good  people  with  threat  and 
suppress  good  people  with  lies. 

There  is  the  matter  of  mitigation  of  damages  which,  because 
you  insist  your  lawyers  tell  you  what  you  pay  them  to  say,  you 
may  not  have  heard  or  yet  understood.  In  that  by  the  Sohigian 
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ruling  I  a*  permitted  to  speak  freely,  write  freely,  publish 
freely,  associate  freely,  when,  it  could  be  argued,  and  you  have, 
that  prior  to  the  ruling  and  pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement 
I  was  not  so  permitted,  I  have,  in  your  attempt  to  enforce  the 
agreement,  prevailed. 

By  not  appealing  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  have  acquiesced 
thereto.  I  am  therefore  due  costs  and  fees  in  Armstrong  II  plus 
the  costs  and  fees  you  already  owe  in  your  earlier  losing  and 
unappealed  effort  in  Armstrong  I ■  But  in  addition  to  the  fees 
and  costs  now  owing,  and  increasing  as  you  protract  this  already 
lost  litigation,  there  is  the  cumulative  effect  of  your  legal 
onslaught  which,  continuing  after  the  case  was  lost,  if  not 
before,  is  in  every  minute  malicious. 

Gerald  Armstrong  and  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  (TGAC) 
must  also  mitigate  their  damages.  I  have  a  duty,  therefore,  to 
end  this  litigation  as  quickly  as  possible.  Thus  I  write  to  so 
many  organizational  recipients;  thus  I  canvass  to  see  if  within 
the  organization's  many  parts,  all  put  at  risk  by  their  leaders' 
asininity  and  mean-spiritedness,  there  are  people  of  good  will 
who  will  see  sense  in  what  is  in  their  best  interest. 

That  after  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  sued  TGAC  (pronounce  that 
Tee-Gee-Ack)  is  silly  and  self-destructive.  The  only  thing  in 
the  world  Gerald  Armstrong,  individual,  is  prohibited  from  doing 
by  the  "injunction,"  is  testifying  about  his  Scientology  history 
and  knowledge  without  first  accepting  the  perfunctory  subpoena. 
TGAC  only  came  into  existence  in  1987,  six  years  after  Gerald 
Armstrong's  organization  experiences  ended,  and  a  year  after  the 
Armstrong  I  litigation  "settled." 

TGAC  cannot  testify,  with  or  without  subpoena,  about  any 
Scientology  experiences,  because  it  has  had,  aside  from  those 
which  have  flowed  from  your  lawsuit,  none.  Since  no  one, 
including  TGAC,  is  prohibited  by  Sohigian  from  doing  any  of  the 
things  TGAC  actually  is  capable  of  doing,  it  is  free  to  do 
everything  anyone  or  any  other  corporation  can;  and  by  not 
appealing  the  injunction  you  have  so  agreed.  Thus,  having  no 
conceivably  legitimate  claim  against  TGAC,  you  depend  on  one 
manufacture  from  madness,  and  you  must  therefore  dismiss  the 
mess  you've  made. 

There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that  in  order  to 
defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund  the  defense  of  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must  speak  and  must  publish.  I'm 
sure  you  understand  that  I  remain  completely  confident  that  no 
court,  other  than  the  odd  one  your  mercenaries  are  able  to 
compromise  with  bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  to  not  defend 
myself . 


I  realize  you  will  probably  claim  to  be  offended  by 
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everything  I've  written  in  this  letter.  I  can't  do  much  about 
that  because  you  seem  to  take  offense  no  matter  what  I  say  or 
write,  or  don't.  For,  inter  alia,  that  reason  I  haven't  said  or 
written  it  differently.  I  really  don't  blame^you  for  being 
offended  and  I  don't  expect  you  not  to  be  offended;  nor  will  I  be 
offended  if  you  are.  I  think  my  position  is  obvious  and  I  think 
peace  is  worth  doing  something  about,  even  if  the  fomenters  of 
war  are  offended.  I've  used  the  words  I've  used  because  to  me 
they  make  sense  and  they're  a  facet  of  my  craft. 

This  letter  is  not  really,  however  you  may  take  it,  a 
complaint  nor  an  attack.  It  is  an  effort  to  unfoment  your 
litigation,  into  which  I  have  been,  albeit  for  some  God-given 
purpose,  drawn.  So,  neither  forgetting  nor  ignoring  Judge 
Sohigian's  admonition  not  to  settle  Armstrong  II.  but  still 
hoping,  with  my  heart  crossed,  here  is  my  proposal: 


1 . 

Settle  the  Nothling  case; 

2  . 

Settle  with  Ed  Roberts; 

3  . 

Dismiss  your  complaint  against  TGAC  and 
Armstrong; 

Gerald 

4  . 

Remove  all  your  bar  complaints  against  Ford 

Greene ; 

5  . 

Pay  my  attorney  fees  and  costs; 

6  . 

We  will  dismiss  the  cross-complaint  and 

appeal ; 

7  . 

Cancel  the  agreement; 

8  . 

Return  all  materials  you've  stolen  from 
time ; 

me  at  any 

9. 

Pay  me  whatever  you  want,  including,  but 
limited  to,  nothing. 

not 

1.  Malcolm  Nothllng  has  a  claim  and  he  has  survived  a  lot 
to  get  to  trial.  His  costs,  not  much  by  US  litigation  standards, 
must  be  recognized,  and  he  must  be  made  whole  financially, 
ethically  and  publicly.  I  am  convinced  that  his  daughter,  but 
for  your  control  of  her  mother  and  her  life,  would  enjoy  a 
healthy,  loving  relationship  with  her  father.  Therefore  you  must 
do  whatever  is  within  your  power  to  reunite  them. 

2.  You  know  about  the  Ed  Roberts  case  because  Ms. 

Bartilson  interrogated  me  about  my  providing  assistance  to  Mr. 
Roberts  in  my  last  series  of  depositions  in  Armstrong  II,  and  one 
of  your  lawyers,  Marcello  Di  Mauro,  in  earlier  times  communicated 
about  him  with  Ford  Greene.  Ed  Roberts  is  a  friend  of  mine  who 
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was  sucked  dry  and  flat  out  robbed  by  your  registrars  on  the  way 
to  an  up-  or  downstat  week  of  no  consequence  to  anyone  as  it 
turns  out,  and  always  does,  but  Ed. 

I  have  found  myself  in  the  silly  position  of  being  the  only 
person  in  the  world  willing  to  help  Mr.  Roberts  against  your 
organization.  Again,  I  have  no  desire  to  have  Mr.  Roberts  engage 
you  in  litigation.  In  fact  his  situation  can  be  resolved  without 
your  fomenting  not  only  more  litigation,  but  more  ill  will  and 
silliness.  For  you  it  is  merely  an  accounting  matter.  You 
ripped  Mr.  Roberts  off;  now  pay  him  what  is  needed  to  make  him 
whole  again. 

Mr.  Roberts'  case  of  Scientology  lies,  threats,  treachery 
and  thievery,  his  own  money  then  used  to  pay  your  pittiless 
pettifoggers  to  prevent  him  from  anything  resembling  redress,  is 
being  played  and  replayed  every  day  of  the  year  in  your  orgs.  I 
would  think  that  the  three  or  so  million  you  wasted  on  your  inane 
USA  Today  ads  to  counter  Richard  Behar's  few  good  pages  could 
have  taken  care  of  three  hundred  Mr.  Roberts  and  done  a  heap  of 
good . 


All  your  ads  did  was  a  heap  of  bad:  more  lies,  more  hate, 
more  embarrassment  for  Scientologists  everywhere,  another  dead 
forest,  and  an  uncharitable  little  delay  to  your  victims  before 
they  are  made  whole.  The  Ed  Roberts  case  is,  in  my  opinion,  the 
proof  of  Time ' s  theme:  that  you  are  -  all  of  you  at  the  top  of 
your  organization  -  a  cult  of  greed.  But  worse,  you  squander 
your  plunder,  as  witness  Toronto,  starve  the  good  and  fatten  your 
Pis  and  proctors  and  their  proctologists.  And  all  with  the 
fatuous  excuse  of  a  right  to  defend  wrongness  and  attack 
rightness  because  your  "religion's"  stupidity  is,  in  our  courts 
of  law,  beyond  question. 

Anyway  I  want  to  have  Ed's  needs  taken  care  of  toot  sweet. 

He  probably  wouldn't  think  less  of  you  if  you  didn't  apologize, 
but  I  think  it's  a  good  idea  and  sure  couldn't  hurt. 

3.  I  don't  care  what  order  everything  is  done  in.  I  think 
whatever  1«  most  practical,  sensible  and  ergonomically  sound  is 
the  way  to  approach  this  particular  program,  which,  I'm  sure  can 
be  wrapped- up  in  a  couple  of  days. 

4.  This  is  easy.  These  Ingram-generated  efforts  have  only 
served  to  shine  a  light  on  your  invidiously  scheming  enterprise. 
All  your  similarly  baseless  bar  complaints  against  my  other 
lawyer,  Michael  Flynn,  came  to  nothing.  You  should  learn  from 
the  earthworms.  Filing  no  spurious  bar  complaints  whatsoever 
they  demonstrate  their  superior  philosophy. 

5.  Although  they're  in  the  range  of,  I  don't  think  fees 
and  costs  are  over  $500,000.  Clearly  nothing  is  going  to  happen 
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unless  you  cover  my  attorneys'  fees  and  costs.  To  leave  me  with 
that  indebtedness  is  unfair  and  unworkable.  You  will  recall  that 
I  made  a  proposal  in  1984,  being  then  scared  and  weak:  pay  my 
lawyers'  fees  and  costs  of,  I  guessed,  $150,000,  and  I'll  quit. 
You,  and  in  those  days,  Hubbard,  said  no  way.  I,  less  scared  and 
much  stronger,  urge  you  to  choose  again. 

6.  Dismissal  of  the  cross-complaint  is  easy.  I'll  take 
care  of  it. 

8.  I'm  aware  this  may  for  a  long  time  remain  a  pettiness 
you'd  rather  not  confront.  But  I  can  guarantee  that  if  you 
return  my  materials  -  the  Hubbard  letters  manuscript,  the  Cones, 
all  the  other  materials  you  and  your  Pis  have  stolen  from  me  over 
the  years,  I  will  not  bring  criminal  charges,  and  I  won't  even 
bring  the  subject  up  again. 

9.  You  have  to  cancel  the  settlement  agreement  in  order  to 
demonstrate  to  yourselves  that  it  was  the  wrong  thing  in  which  to 
put  your  faith.  You  will  notice  that  when  you  cancel  the 
agreement  nothing  will  happen.  Yet  you  will  have  freed  me.  And 
that  is  what  you  should  make  Scientology's  only  business:  freeing 
people.  You  will  also  observe  that  when  you  free  me  you  free 
yourselves;  in  fact  you  cannot  yourselves  be  free  unless  you  free 
me . 


Regarding  my  relationship  with  you  after  you  cancel  the 
agreement,  that  is  where  you  must  reassert  your  faith.  Have  the 
faith  that  I  will  neither  say  nor  write  worse  things  about  you  if 
you  free  me  to  do  so.  As  you  know  I  can  say  some  pretty  pointed 
things  about  you  now  just  because  you  won't  cancel  that  degrading 
document.  Put  faith  in  what  occurs  in  silence.  Put  faith  in  the 
inevitable . 

7.  You  decide.  If  you  think  I  did  a  lousy  job  unfomenting 
your  litigation,  pay  me  zippo.  Even  if  it  all  works  for 
everyone,  timing  inspired  and  ideas  a  Godsend,  you  don't  have  to 
pay  me  anything.  I  generally  don't  refuse  what's  offered.  You 
know  how  auch  I'm  worth. 

I  have*'  t  forgotten  Wollershelm,  Yannv  I  &  £1,  the  Aznarans, 
the  CAM  litigation,  claimants  all  over  the  place,  your  government 
lawsuits,  the  rest  of  the  settlement  signatories,  your  taxes,  nor 
your  image  and  media  distress,  and  I  think  it's  appropriate  to 
say  that  I  can  help  you  unfoment  those  problems  as  well.  I 
would,  of  course,  need  half  a  chance. 

If  you  look  deep  in  your  hearts  I  believe  you'll  find  you 
really  do  not  want  Scientology's  legacy  to  be  one  of  suppression; 
suppression  of  the  Constitution,  human  dignity,  truth,  religion, 
justice,  even  suppression  of  your  own  good  selves.  Wouldn't  it 
be  better  to  be  known  as  the  people  who  ended  the  madness  in 
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peace  and  style;  a  radical  recognition  of  the  transcendence  of 
quantum  scientology.  LRH  was  Newtonian  in  his  physics  and 
relativistic  epistemologically.  I  like  to  call  one  aspect  of  my 
philosophy,  infer  alia  non-mutual  exclusivity. 

I  believe  that  everyone  will  become  a  person  of  good  will, 
that  everyone  already  is,  has  been  and  will  forever  be,  that 
there  is  progress  and  perfection,  hope  and  reason,  that  to  know 
who  we  are  we  must  accept  the  truth  of  our  relationship  to  our 
Creator,  that  all  about  us  that  we  made  is  illusion,  that  we  have 
reason  to  be  grateful  that  is  so,  that  our  Creator,  God,  our 
Father  Loves  us  in  the  same  Love  by  which  He  created  us  and  holds 
us  always  safe  and  always  loved  in  that  Love,  that  we.  His 
children,  are  one  and  One  with  Him,  that  the  means  by  which  He  is 
remembered,  and  hence  our  relationship,  and  hence  who  we  are, 
and  hence  what  we  know,  is  forgiveness,  that  forgiveness  is  the 
recognizing  of  illusion  for  what  it  is,  that  creation  is  our 
nature,  and  that  everything  is  all  there  is. 


With  a  wish  for  peace  in  1993,  I  remain  hopeful  and, 

yours  sincerely. 


Gerald  Armstrong 

715  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  949650 

(415)456-8450 


:  ga 


cc:  Malcolm  Nothling 

Ed  Roberts 

Lawrence  Wollersheim 
Richard  ft  Vicki  Aznaran 
Richard  Behar 
Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
Paul  Morantz,  Esquire 
Joseph  A.  Yanny,  Esquire 
Toby  L.  Plevin,  Esquire 
Graham  E.  Berry,  Esquire 
Stuart  Cutler,  Esquire 
Anthony  Laing,  Esquire 
John  C.  Elstead,  Esquire 
Michael  J.  Flynn,  Esquire 
Fr .  Kent  Burtner 
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Margaret  Singer,  PhD. 

Cult  Awareness  Network 
Daniel  A.  Leipold,  Esquire 

Church  of  Scientology  International  r 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California 

Religious  Technology  Center 

Church  of  Spiritual  Technology 

Church  of  Scientology  ASHO 

Church  of  Scientology  AOLA 

Founding  Church  of  Scientology  of  Washington,  D.C. 

Church  of  Scientology  Flag  Service  Organization 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Arizona 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Los  Angeles 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Stevens  Creek 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Sacramento 

Church  of  Scientology  of  San  Francisco 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Washington  State 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Boston 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Portland 

Church  of  Scientology  of  New  York 
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BY  MS.  BARTILSON 


Q  Let's  mark  some  exhibits.  Let's  make  that 

Exhibit  1. 

(Whereupon  Plaintiff's  Exhibit  1 
was  marked  for  identification.) 

BY  MS.  BARTILSON: 

Q  Looking  first  at  Exhibit  1  —  and  I  see  you 

have  the  original  of  it  in  front  of  you.  And  it's  the 
letter  dated  December  22  that  we  previously  identified. 

Can  you  tell  me  when  you  received  that? 

A  I  believe  it  was  within  a  few  days  of  its 

stated  date. 

Q  Did  it  come  to  you  by  mail? 

A  Yes . 

Q  After  you  received  this  letter,  did  you 

discuss  it  with  anyone? 

A  No. 

Q  Was  there  anything  else  that  came  with  the 

letter  other  than  the  attachment  that  —  the  two  letters 
that  are  attached  to  it? 

A  No. 

Q  Is  it  your  understanding  that  that's 

Mr.  Armstrong's  signature  that  appears  on  page  9  of  the 
letter? 

A  It's  my  understanding  that  is  his 
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signature . 

Q  He  has  a  distinctive  signature,  does  he 

not? 

A  That's  correct. 

Q  Let's  nark  this  No.  2. 

(Whereupon  Plaintiff's  Exhibit  2 
was  marked  for  identification.) 

BY  MS.  BAETILSON: 

Q  And  we've  now  marked  a  copy  of  the  document 

that  you've  produced  entitled,  "The  Gerald  Armstrong 
Corporation"  as  Exhibit  2.  And  I  see  you  have  the 
original  in  front  of  you. 

A  Okay. 

Q  Can  you  tell  me  please  when  you  obtained 

this  document? 

A  I  believe  it  was  similar  in  time  to  the 

letter  to  Lieberman  or  whenever  I  received  the  letter  to 
Lieberman,  which  is  the  other  document  that  is  attached  to 
it.  And  that  is  dated  June  21,  1991.  I  believe  it  was 
summer.  July,  possibly,  of  1991. 

Q  Did  you  receive  it  by  mail? 

A  Yes. 

Q  Did  Mr.  Armstrong  tell  you  that  he  was 

going  to  be  sending  this  to  you  before  he  sent  it? 

A  No. 
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verbally,  to  the  Aznarans  concerning  their  case,  have  you 
had  any  other  communications  with  the  Aznarans  concerning 
their  case?  r 

MR.  GREENE:  That  misstates  his  prior 

testimony. 

Don't  answer  that  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Hard  to  answer  if  I  can’t 

finish  it.  Why  don't  you  let  me  finish  the  question  and 
raise  the  objection  so  we  have  a  complete  record? 

MR.  GREENE:  I  thought  you  said  "did  you 

have  any  communications  on  any  other  cases."  I  thought 
you  were  finished.  Sounded  like  the  end  of  a  question  to 
me . 


MS.  BARTILSON:  No. 

Can  you  read  back  what  I  had  so  far? 

(Record  read . ) 

MS.  BARTILSON:  By  George.  I  take  it  back. 

I  finished  the  thought.  I  didn't  even  know  it. 

So  he's  not  going  to  answer? 

MR.  GREENE:  That  is  correct. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Tilly  Good? 

A.  Yes.  In  the  sense  --  when  you  say  "know. "  ] 

know  of  her  existence,  yes. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  spoken  with  Ms.  Good? 
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A.  Yes. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions? 

A.  Perhaps  four. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  met  Ms.  Good? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  worked  on  a  her  case  file? 

MR.  GREENE:  Objection.  Attorney-client 

work  product  privilege. 

All  of  the  prior  objections  which  would  be 
work  product,  privacy,  interference  with  right  to  counsel 
and  attorney-client. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  •  These  are  asserted  on 
behalf  of  Ms.  Good? 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  correct. 

Well,  no.  Attorney-client  and  work  product 
are  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good.  And  privacy  is 
asserted  on  behalf  of  my  office  generally.  And  Sixth 
Amendment  is  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  is  the  first 

time  you  remember  speaking  with  Ms.  Good,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

A.  Some  months  ago. 

Q.  In  1992? 


A .  I  bel ieve  so . 

Q.  Was  it  before  April  1992? 

A.  I  don't  recall. 
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Q.  When  is  the  last  time  you  recall  speaking 
with  Ms.  Good? 

A.  Perhaps  a  month  ago. 

Q.  Have  you  provided  Mr.  Greene  with  any 
assistance  in  working  on  Ms.  Good’s  case? 

A.  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  that 
based  on  ambiguity  and  vagueness. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Ambiguity  and  vagueness? 

MR.  GREENE:  Right. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Is  Mr.  Greene  Ms. 


Good's  attorney? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Does  Ms.  Good  have  a  dispute  with  one  or 
more  Churches  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr. 

Armstrong,  I  will  instruct  you  not  to  answer  the  question 
based  on  attorney-work  product  privilege. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you 

have  personal  knowledge  whether  or  not  Ms.  Good  has  a 
dispute  with  any  Church  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  Again,  same  instructions  to 


Mr.  Armstrong. 

Don't  answer  the  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Or  if  she  had  one 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 
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MS.  BARTILSON:  I  find  this  a  little 

curious,  Mr.  Greene,  since  you  have  been  bombarding  my 
office  with  letters  concerning  Ms.  Good's  dispute.  I  can 
hardly  see  how  you  claim  that's  privileged  information. 

Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Denise  Cantin? 

A .  Yes . 

Q.  Had  you  ever  met  Ms.  Cantin  --  Dr.  Cantin? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  her? 

A.  At  the  Hub  law  office. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions  have  you  met  Dr. 

Cantin? 

A.  One. 

Q.  When  was  that? 

A.  I  would  say  approximately  -- 

MR.  GREENE:  Wait,  wait,  wait. 

Actually,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to 
instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question,  and  I'm  going 
to  --  that  instruction  is  based  on  the  attorney-client 
privilege  between  myself  and  Dr.  Cantin,  as  well  as  work 
product  privilege,  because  I  do  not  want  Scientology 
knowing  anything  about  the  frequency  or  anything  else 
that  I  meet  with  my  clients. 

So  don't  answer  the  question. 

And  I  also  would  add  two  other  objections, 
MARY  HILLABRAND  INC.' 
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which  is  the  right  to  privacy  and  the  interference  with 
the  right  to  counsel. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Don't  hire  Jerry  Armstrong 

to  be  your  paralegal  when  he's  not  supposed  to  do  what 
he's  doing.  Real  simple  solution. 

Not  only  that,  he  already  testified  she  was 
at  your  office  once,  so  you  can  at  least  let  him  tell  me 
when  he's  not  giving  up  anything. 

Q.  Have  you  spoken  with  Dr.  Cantin  on  the 
telephone? 

A .  Yes . 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  with  Dr.  Cantin  her 

dispute  with  any  Churches  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  there,  the  same  objections 

apply.  The  same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Even  though  I'm  not  asking 

for  substance? 


MR.  GREENE: 


That's  correct. 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Ed  Roberts? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  met  Mr.  Roberts? 

A .  Yes . 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  Mr.  Roberts? 

A.  In  Boulder  Creek. 


MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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When  was  that? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr. 

Armstrong, 

I'll  give  you  the  same  instruction.  And 

the  —  for 

the  same  reasons  as  applied  'to  Roberts. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  you  met  Mr. 

Roberts  in 

Boulder  Creek,  was  it  in  connection  with  your 

employment 

as  a  paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene's  office? 

A. 

Yes . 

Q. 

Did  you  interview  Mr.  Roberts? 

A. 

Yes . 

Q. 

Did  you  take  notes  of  your  interview  with 

Mr.  Roberts? 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

At  the  time  you  interviewed  Mr.  Roberts,  had 

he  engaged  Mr.  Greene  to  represent  him? 


A. 

Yes  . 

Q. 

Was  Mr.  Greene  engaged  to  represent  him  in 

his  disputes  with  the  Church  of  Scientology  or  related 
entities? 


A. 

Yes  . 

Q  • 

And  did  you  interview  him  concerning  tha1- 

dispute? 

A. 

Yes  . 

Q. 

I'll  ask  you  again  when  that  was. 

MR.  GREENE:  You  can  answer. 

MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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1991  . 


THE  WITNESS:  In  approximately  November 


Mr.  Roberts 
November  of 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

seven  occasi 
Scientology? 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Have  you  spoken  with 

since  the  time  you  interviewed  him  in 
1991? 

Yes. 

How  many  times? 

Perhaps  seven. 

Have  you  discussed  with  him  on  any  of  those 
ons  his  dispute  with  one  or  more  Churches  of 


MR.  GREENE:  I'm  going  to  draw  the  line 

there  and  instruct  you  not  to  answer  for  the  same  reasons 
previously  stated. 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  was  the  last 

time  you  spoke  with  Mr.  Roberts? 

A.  Perhaps  two  months  ago. 

Q.  Since  November  of  1991,  have  you  helped  Mr. 
Greene  prepare  any  documents  in  connection  with  the 
Roberts  case? 


MR.  GREENE:  As  to  that,  I  will  draw  the 

line  and  instruct  you  not  to  answer  the  question  based  on 
the  reasons  previously  stated. 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of 

1991,  have  you  had  any  discussions  with  Mr.  Greene 
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concerning  the  substance  of  Mr.  Roberts'  claims  against 
any  of  the  Churches  of  Scientology  or  related  entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same 

reasons . 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of 

1991,  have  you  had  any  discussions  with  Mr.  Roberts  or 
have  you  been  present  in  any  discussions  between  Mr. 
Roberts  and  others  concerning  his  claims  against  Church 
of  Scientology  or  any  related  entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same 


reasons . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  I'd  like  to  ask  those 

same  questions  concerning  both  Ms.  Good  and  Dr.  Cantin, 
and  I  assume  they  will  be  the  same. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  will  stipulate  as  to  the 

same  questions  with  the  same  two  positions  in  response  as 
to  Tilly  H.  Good  and  Denise  Cantin. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Good  enough. 

Q-  Now,  at  some  point  after  the  settlement 

agreement  was  signed  in  December  of  '86,  you  received  a 
payment  from  Michael  Glynn  of  the  money  that  you  were  due 
pursuant  tc  the  settlement  agreement;  is  that  correct" 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  been  asked  and 

answered . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I  know;  this  is  just 
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GERRY  ARMSTRONG  VIDEO  INTERVIEW  6  NOVEMBER  1992 

S  =  Spanky  Taylor 
G  =  Gerry  Armstrong 
J  =  Jerry  Whitfield 

S:  We're  here  with  Gerry  Armstrong  on  the  6th  of  November 
1992.  Hi,  Gerry. 

G:  Hi,  Spanky. 

S:  Basically,  what  we're  doing  here  is  I  want  to  find  out  a 
little  bit  about  your  Scientology  experience,  or,  more  than  a 
little  bit  —  as  much  as  we  can,  starting  from  when  you  got 
involved . 


G:  Ok. 


S:  So,  tell  me  about  that  first. 

G:  I  got  involved  in  1969  in  Vancouver,  British  Columbia, 
Canada.  And  ...  I  spent  a  year  and  a  half... 

S:  How  old  were  you  then? 

G:  Twenty-two.  Spent  about  a  year  and  a  half  in  Vancouver. 
Worked  in  the  local  franchise,  Scientology  Little  Mountain. 

And  then  in  the  beginning  of  '71  went  off  to  save  the  world. 
Joined  the  Sea  Org.  Flew  to  LA.  And  was  . . .  Signed  my  Sea 
Org  contract  at  what  was  USLO.  Then  was  on  board  the  Bolivar, 
stationship  down  —  not  exactly  sure  where  it  was... 

S:  San  Pedro? 

G:  San  Pedro,  right.  Then... 

S:  I  loved  the  Bolivar. 

G:  And  then  by  mid-February  '71  was  flown  to  New  York,  Madrid. 
Madrid  took  a  train  down  to  Algeciras.  Algeciras  across  by 
ferry  to  Tangiers.  There  sitting  in  the  Tangier  harbor  was 
the  Apollo.  I  stayed  on  board  except  for  brief  missions  off 
the  ship  or  sometimes  I'd  go  ashore  for  brief  periods.  But 
was  on  board  'til  the  fall  of  1975.  And  we  were,  in  those 
years,  in  Portugal,  Morocco,  Spain,  and  the  little  Atlantic 
islands  —  Madeira,  the  Canarys,  and  then  we  made  a  circuit  to 
the  Caribbean  islands  —  Bermuda,  Bahamas,  Jamaica,  Trinidad, 
Barbados,  Netherlands  Antilles. 

S:  Sounds  like  a  Beach  Boys  saga.  (Laughter)  And  you  knew 
LRH? 


-2- 


G :  Uh  huh . 

S:  You  married,  your  first  marriage  was...  you  married  on 
Flag. 

G:  Yeah.  I  married  his  head  messenger.  Terry  Gillham. 

Young  Terry.  She  was  a  pretty  good  catch. 

S:  She  was.  She  was. 

G:  I  was  organizationally  a  social  climber.  I  really  was. 

It  just  worked  out  that  way,  you  know,  I  was  in  the  right 
place  at  the  right  time  I  guess. 

S:  You  had  quite  the  wedding.  I  remember  the  photos  very 
well. 

G:  Yeah?  Yeah,  I  had  a  big  double  wedding  along  with  Pat  and 
Trudy  Broeker. 

S:  That's  right. 

G:  And  through  most  of  my  time  on  board  the  ship  I  was  the 
Legal  Officer.  We  called  it  the  Ship's  Representative.  I 
dealt  with  Immigration,  Customs,  and  the  Police  and  Harbor 
Master  and  handled  all  the  needs  of  the  ship  while  in  port. 

And  then  I  was  the  Public  Relation's  Officer  Port  Captain  for 
a  period  of  time.  And  then  I  was  the  Intelligence  Officer 
through  our  time  in  the  Caribbean.  And  when  we  went  ashore, 
landed  in  Daytona,  I  was  the  Intelligence  Officer  again  at  the 
staging  area  for  the  Clearwater  base  which  we  had  in  Daytona 
at  that  time. 

J:  What's  an  Intelligence  Officer? 

G:  Well . . . 

S :  It's  a 

G:  ...they  were  talking  about... 

S:  ...  jumbo  shrimp,  what  are  those  things  called  oxymorons? 

G:  Espionage.  It's  a  Hubbard  patterned  —  his  intelligence 
system,  after  Nazi  system.  Perfected,  created,  developed  by 
Reinhardt  Gehlen.  And  I  was  one  person  within  a  giant  network 
of  intelligence  personnel  operated  by  the  Guardian's  Office 
who  were  in  turn  operated  by  the  Guardian,  Mary  Sue  Hubbard, 
and  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  He  merely  directed  on  his  long  distance 
communication  lines  all  the  intelligence  operations 
internationally . 

J:  What  kind  of  intelligence  operations  —  we're  talking 
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about  a  church  who  has  intelligence  operations,  a  church  with 
intelligence  operations?  Is  that  what  you're  saying?  And 
you  were  there,  you  were  involved  in  that?  Is  that  what  I'm 
hearing? 

G:  Right.  Now  I  have  a  different  perspective  of  course  and  I 
don't  consider  Scientology  by  any  definition  a  "church"  other 
than  the  fact  that  they  have  edifices  —  buildings  —  which 
could,  if  the  activities  therein  were  to  change,  could  be 
churches.  But  the  organization  itself  is  not  a  church.  But 
it's  undeniable  that  it  had  intelligence  organization  and  has 
been  described  as  outside  of  the  FBI  and  the  CIA,  the  most 
formidable  intelligence  organization  operating  on  the  North 
American  continent. 

S:  At  this  time,  in  the  early  times  when  you  on  the  ship,  you 
knew  the  offspring  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  You  knew  his  kids, 
as  well? 

G :  Right . 

S:  Quentin  and  Diana,  Arch  and  Suzette. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Tell  me  a  little  about  them.  I  mean,  you  know,  were  they 
happy,  were  they  well  educated,  were  they  . . .  because,  of 
course,  they  were  the  offspring  of  this  man  with  this 
tremendous  wealth,  did  they  receive  the  best  of  possible 
educations,  did  they  lead  a  privileged  life  in  terms  of 
the... what  was  accessible  to  them  in  terms  of  in  a  society 
type  of  sense  in  terms  of  their  education  and  their 
upbringing.  Did  they  attend  the  finest  finishing  schools? 

Were  they  ...  was  Diana  Hubbard  a  debutante.  Do  you  know  what 
I  mean?  Tell  us  about  that. 

G:  I  think  she  could  have  been  a  debutante  but  I  don't  think 
she  was.  I  think  that  all  the  kids  were  pretty  real  in  their 
own  way,  given  the  environment  in  which  they  found  themselves 
and  given  the  very  odd  circumstances  of  growing  up  in  the  Sea 
Organization.  I  suppose  that  the  one  I  got  closest  to  was 
Arthur.  Arthur  and  I  sort  of  ran  tandem  Sea  Watch,  or 
rather,  gangway  Quarter  Master  Watch  for  quite  a  period  of 
time  so  I  had  the  task  of  waking  him  up.  He  was  pretty  young 
at  the  time,  maybe  13  or  14,  I  don't  quite  remember.  It  was 
always  difficult  waking  him  up  and  he  would  pull  rank  a  little 
bit  in  that  I  didn't  want  to  make  too  much  noise  waking  him  up 
in  his  cabin  and  there  was  always  the  threat  that  if  you  did 
anything  out  of  line  at  all,  Ron... 

S:  Son  of  Ron. 


G:  Son  of  Source. 
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S:  Right,  son  of  Source.  Aauugh.  That  word. 

G:  But  all  of  them,  I  was  on  Diana's  Sea  Watch  and  she  was  a 
good  Conning  Officer.  I  think  that  all  of  the  kids  were 
intelligent  and  I  think  that  they  were  all  decent,  good 
people. 

S :  Happy?  Unhappy? 

G:  I  think  both.  You  know,  happy  at  times,  unhappy  at  times. 
S:  Sort  of  normal  then. 

G:  Pretty  normal. 

S:  And  Quentin? 

G:  Quentin,  I  think  much  the  same  thing.  He  probably  was  the 
oddest  of  the  lot,  relative  to  the  Sea  Org  experience.  But 
we  got  along  fine.  I  always  found  him  to  be  perhaps  the  most 
understanding,  in  a  way,  in  almost  as  if  he  had  . . . 

S:  Sensitive? 

G:  Yeah,  sensitive,  compassionate.  Didn't  pull  rank  and 
wasn't  threatening  in  any  way. 

S:  So  then  you  were  at  Daytona  when  the  base  was  originally 
moved  there. 

G :  Uh  huh . 

S:  And  from  that  point. 

G:  Then  we  moved  to  Dunedin.  At  that  point  I  was  busted  from 
the  Guardian's  Office.  I  was  in  the  Guardian's  Office 
Intelligence  Eureau.  And  Mary  Sue  or  Nikki  who  was  her 
communicator  deemed  me  a  security  risk  of  some  kind  and  so  I 
was  removed  from  the  Guardian's  Office  and  I  was  assigned  to 
Hubbard's  Communication  Bureau.  So  I  became  what  was  called 
the  Deputy  LRH  External  Communications  Aide  when  we  moved  to 
Dunedin  which  was  in  December  of  1975  and  we  had  a  secret  base 
for  Hubbard  and  his  personal  staff  and  Mary  Sue  and  her 
personal  staff  at  Dunedin  in  an  apartment  complex  I  guess 
about  maybe  eight  miles  from  Clearwater.  And  I  stayed  there 
until  June  of  '76  at  which  time  I  was  sent  to  Culver  City  here 
in  Los  Angeles  to  set  up  a  staging  area  for  what  became  the 
base  that  was  built  in  La  Quinta. 

And  I  was  only  there  for  a  brief  amount  of  time.  I  was  there 
to  set  up  this  unit  along  with  three  other  messengers. 

And  Hubbard  arrived,  Mary  Sue  Hubbard  arrived,  and  then  I  had 
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a  fight  with  Nikki,  and  Hubbard  then  assigned  me  —  first  I 
was  taken  out  of  that  unit  and  I  was  kept  locked  up  at  the 
Intelligence  Bureau  in  the  Fifield  Manor  in  Los  Angeles. 

J:  You  were  locked  up? 

G:  Right.  I  was  kept  under  guard  for  a  couple  of  weeks. 

S:  Which  is  where  that  Guardian's  Office  had  moved  to. 

G:  Right.  The  Intelligence  Bureau  of  the  G.O.  was  there.  I 
was  picked  up  by  the  D/Guardian  for  Intelligence  Dick 
Weigand. 

J:  Isn't  that  falsely  (sic)  imprisonment.  Isn't  that 
illegal? 

G:  Yeah.  It  was  clearly  false  imprisonment. 

S:  At  this  point  do  you  feel  much  of  what  you  had  done  had 
been  illegal?  On  some  level  or  another? 

J:  For  Scientology. 

G:  Personally? 

S:  That  you  had  done  personally. 

G:  I  clearly  had  been  involved  in  some  illegalities  while. . . 
especially  while  I  was  on  the  ship.  Smuggling  things  on  and 
off  and. . . 

J:  What  kind  of  things?  Money,  drugs?  Weapons? 

G:  We  did  move  a  lot  of  money  around.  Briefcases... 

J:  Go  on. 

G:  Briefcases  of  money  that  were  brought  to  the  ship.  Booze, 
cigarettes,  that  sort  of  stuff  taken  off  the  ship  and  run 
through  Customs.  And  other  things  that  were  just  done  sort 
of  borderline  activities.  But  I  was  willing  to  do  those 
sorts  of  things  at  that  time  and  I  considered  that  I  was 
doing  ...it  was  the  greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number. 

S:  When  you  were  working  in  Intelligence  did  you  ...  were  you 
involved  with  any  "dirty  tricks"  against  other  Scientologists 
or  other  staff  members? 

G:  I  was  aware  of  dirty  tricks  against  staff  members  and  I  was 
aware  of  the  way  the  Guardian's  Office  Intelligence  Bureau 
worked  to  some  degree  because  I  had  a  lot  of  the  policies.  I 
had  the  Guardian's  Office  Intelligence  hat,  the  Intelligence 
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Manual  which  trained  people  to  lie  and  steal  and  create  false 
identities  and  harrass  the  enemy. 

J :  Why  would  a  church  need  to  do  that? 

G:  Well,  a  church  doesn't  need  to  do  that,  but  Scientology's 
not  a  church. 

J:  Why  would  Scientology  feel  the  need  to  be  involved  in  that 
kind  of  activity? 

G:  Because  Hubbard  was  afraid  and  his  idea  on  dealing  with 
enemies  was  to  attack  them.  One  of  the  ways  that  he  attacked 
them  was  through  covert  means. 

J:  Why  would  a  man  as  great  as  Hubbard  who  had  THE  technology 
to  save  the  world,  have  to  fear  anyone? 

G:  Well,  he  didn't  have  the  technology  to  save  the  world  and 
he  simply  had  fear  because  he  had  fear  and  he  was  never  able 
to  triumph  over  his  fear,  so  he  put  his  trust  in  attacking 
people  as  opposed  to  doing  the  rational  things  in  life  and  he 
also  had  reason  to  fear  because  he  had  falsified  his 
credentials,  he  had  lied  about  his  life  and  he  was  afraid  of 
being  exposed  and  he  had  also  lied  and  cheated  for  many  years. 
He  knew  that  there  were  people  around  who  knew  what  he  really 
was . 

S:  Now  how  did  you  come  to  find  this  out? 

J:  Can  I  ask  one  question?  Answer  that  but  answer  this  one 
first  because  you've  got  me  really  interested.  If 
Scientology  could  do  what  it  says  it  could  do,  would  you 
still  be  in  it?  If  it  had  the  technology  to  do  what  it  says, 
would  you  still  be  in  anything? 

G:  In  answering  that  question  you'd  have  to... if  you  assumed 
that  if  it  could  do  what  it  says  it  could  do  it  would  have  a 
different  form  from  what  it  is,  then  the  answer  might  be  yes. 
But  both  things  would  have  to  be  true.  It  would  have  to 
deliver  and  it  would  have  to  be  different  from  its  present 
form  opposed  from  the  form  which  I  came  to  know  and 
understand. 

J:  Thanks.  That's  what  I  wanted  to  know.  Go  ahead  with 
Spanky.  How  did  you  find  out  this? 

S:  How  did  you  come  to  know  that  in  fact  Hubbard  had 
fabricated  his  credentials,  had  in  fact  developed  this 
tremendous  fear  that  he  had  of  being  found  out,  had  this 
paranoia? 

J:  What  credentials?  What  would  he  do  when  found  out? 
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G:  I  guess  the  process  of  that  discovery  began  when  I  first 
got  involved  with  the  Sea  Organization.  Of  course  I  worked 
with  the  man  for  quite  a  period  of  time.  I  shot  gnus  with 
him  in  the  desert  after  we  left  the  ship.  He  twice  assigned 
me  to  the  RPF.  I  talked  to  many  people  about  him.  I  read 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  his  words.  I  listened  to  him  and 
listened  to  his  tapes  so  I  had  a  great  understanding  before  I 
ever  came  to  the  realization  that  what  I'd  been  led  to 
understand  was  false,  but  I  needed  that  great  understanding  I 
think  in  order  to  know  what  the  falsities  were.  But  I  was,  I 
considered,  quite  fortunate  in  that  in  the  beginning  of  1980 
and  we  then  were  in  Gilman  Hot  Springs  and  there  was  a  threat 
of  a  raid  and  we  were  required  to  go  through ...  each  person 
had  to  go  through  his... all  papers  in  his  area,  whatever  post 
he  was  on,  and  all  personal  papers,  and  destroy  anything 
which  showed  Hubbard's  control  of  the  organization,  anything 
which  showed  his  intent  to  live  at  the  Gilman  Hot  Springs' 
property,  anything  which  showed  his  control  of  organization 
finances. 

S:  So  now  in  January  of  '80  isn't  that  when,  as  far  as  the 
rest  of  the  staff  at  the  other  organizations  knew,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard  went  off  the  lines,  so  to  speak,  January  '80  he  was 
like...  Did  he  in  fact  go  off  the  line  or  was  it  just  made  to 
look  like  he  went  off  the  line  at  that  point?  Cause  if 
what  you're  saying,  if  I'm  following  you  correctly,  do  you 
know,  there  was  this  perception  that  he  was  now  gone  and  had 
cut  ties  to  the  actual  on-hands  running  of  the  organization. 

G:  Well,  it's... part  of  that  is  true.  There  had  been  a 
gradual  decrease,  I  would  say,  of  his  hands-on  involvement, 
but  even  though  he  left  from  the  location  that  he  was  at  the 
beginning  of  1980,  he  continued  to  run  the  organization.  He 
just  continued  to  run  through  a  different  conduit. 

S:  Now,  so  you  went  through  the  papers  within  your  own 
specific  area.  Was  this  prior  to  your  being  assigned  to  the 
biography  project? 

G:  No,  this  is  what  the  biography  project  came  out  of. 

Because  in  the  process  of  going  through  my  things  I  was  at 
that  time  responsible  for  the  Household  Unit  at  the  Gilman 
Hot  Springs  property.  One  of  my  juniors  was  responsible  for 
all  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard's  stuff  —  his  personal  effects  which 
were  stored  at  the  Gilman  property.  She  came  to  me  with  a 
box  of  very  old  materials,  very  old  papers,  and  asked  if 
they  should  be  shredded.  I  looked  through  this  stuff  and  saw 
that  it  all  predated  Dianetics  so  thought,  it  should  be  no 
risk  whatsoever.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  his  running  the 
organization.  So,  I  also  saw  that  it  had  great  historical 
value.  And  when  we  then  began  to  look  over  inventories,  began 
to  go  through  his  stuff  we  uncovered  some  20  boxes  of  similar 
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material.  And  I  knew  that  this  stuff,  could  form  the  basis 
for  a  library  and  was  incredibly  valuable  for  its  history  and 
just  as  original  documents,  and  that  it  would  form  the  basis 
for  a  biography.  So,  it  was  at  that  time  that  I  petitioned 
Hubbard  to  be  able  to  collect  this  stuff  up  to  preserve  it  and 
to  contract  with  an  outside  writer  to  do  the  biography. 

He  approved  the  petition  in  January  '80.  And  then  we 
communicated  another  couple  of  times  before  I  then  did  not 
have  what  was  that  direct  comm  line  to  him,  communication 
line.  We  could  then  no  longer  admit  to  a  communication  line 
to  him.  It  still  was  there  but  we  could  not  use  it  for  fear 
of  civil  litigants  or  the  government  then  being  able  to 
subpeona  him. 

S:  As  he  was  under  a  lot  of  legal  threat. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Domestically,  at  that  time,  right? 

G:  Right. 

J :  Why  would  L.  Ron  Hubbard  be  under  legal  threat? 

G:  Because  he  controlled  the  organization. 

J :  What ' s  wrong  with  that? 

G:  And  because  the  organization  was  involved  in  criminal  and 
tortious  activities. 

S:  I  think  additionally  the  church  had,  was  also  under 
tremendous  legal  stress  in  terms  of  people  who  were  filing 
suit  against  the  church  now  for  fraud.  There  were  attempts 
made  to  name  L.  Ron  Hubbard  in  a  suit,  to  actually  serve  him 
or  subpeona  him  which  is  when  he  sort  of  '’poof." 

G:  Right. 

S:  Disappeared. 

J:  So  he  disappeared,  he  ran  and  hid. 

G:  Right. 

J:  So,  hiding  is  pretty  down  on  the  tone  scale. 

S:  So  I  hear,  honey. 

J:  But  that's  what  the  great  L.  Ron  Hubbard  was  doing.  You 
were  there  and  that's  what  you  saw. 
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G:  Yeah.  I  mean  he  did  hide. 

J:  I'm  not  trying  —  it's  just  very  difficult,  the  reason  I'm 
saying  this,  it's  very  difficult  for  somebody  who's  in 
Scientology  to  conceive  that  the  great  L.  Ron  Hubbard  whom 
they've  never  met,  but  have  only  heard  these^wonderful 
things  about,  to  even  perceive  or  comprehend  that  this  might 
have  been  . . .  might  have  occurred  with  this  man.  How  can  this 
man  be  human?  He's  not  human.  He  was  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  The 
reason  that  we're  doing  this  interview  is  so  that  other  people 
can  know.  It's  very  easy  for  a  non-Scientologist  to 
understand  those  things.  It's  very  difficult  for  a 
Scientologist  because  Scientologists  don't  get  the  type  of 
information  that  non-Scientologists  get.  And  yet  you  were 
there.  You  knew  him.  You  worked  with  him  for  probably  15 
years  or  so. 

G:  I  was  in  the  Sea  Org  for  11  years. 

S:  And  Gerry,  backing  up  a  bit,  you  saw  him  as  a  fallible 
human  being,  am  I  correct? 

G:  Yeah. 

S:  I  mean  he  had  had  illnesses. 

G:  Right. 

S:  A  great  many  illnesses,  a  few  illnesses? 

G:  Quite  a  few. 

S:  I  know  that  he  had  these  horrendous  allergies  which  when 
we  refer  to  them  we  would  be  heavily  reprimanded  and  corrected 
and  told  they  were  not  allergies  they  were  sensitivities, 
(laughs)  You  know  there  was  a  brilliant  way  of  sort  of 
smoothing  over  things. 

G:  Right.  Right.  He  continued  to  wear  clothes  when  he  was 
stark  naked.  Right. 

S:  Oh,  yes.  Yes,  of  course. 

G:  And  we  all  did  that  in  our  own  mind,  and  we  all  stopped 
ourselves  from  thinking  critical  thoughts  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard. 
We  really  didn't  do  him  much  of  a  favor  because  he  really  was 
human  in  every  way. 

S:  Yes.  Do  you  feel  that  the  mindset  of  the  group  of  —  all 
of  the  adoration  that  L.  Ron  Hubbard  received,  contributed 
to  his  delusion?  Or  do  you  feel  that  he  imposed  the  delusion 
upon  the  group?  Or  do  you  think  it's  kind  of  50/50? 


-10- 


! 


G:  There's  no  doubt  that  he  was  in  control.  And  there's  ... 
we  did  not  control  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  And  although  he  could  have 
become  the  effect  of  his  own  lust  for  control,  and  his  own 
greed  and  his  own  avarice,  so  he  created  his  sycophants.  And 
the  effect  of. . .  often  of  what  you  create  may  not  be  that 
pleasant  so  he  did  create  his  own  prison. 

S:  Ok.  So  now  you  contracted  with  Omar  Garrison,  am  I 
correct,  to  do  the  writing  of  this  book  which  you  were 
researching? 

G:  Yeah,  beginning  in  January,  I  collected  up  the  materials 
from  the  Gilman  Hot  Springs  property. 

S:  Several  boxes  of  materials. 

G :  Right . 

J:  This  was  in  '80  or  '81? 

G:  '80,  beginning  of  '80.  And  then  shortly  after  that  I  moved 
them  to  Los  Angeles  and  I  began  to  add  to  them.  I  travelled 
around,  travelled  up  and  down  the  west  coast  and  I  bought 
collections,  other  people's  collections  of  Hubbard  materials. 

I  interviewed  a  number  of  people,  his  other  living  relatives. 

J:  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  Jr.? 

G:  Yeah. 

J:  His  ex-wife? 

S:  Sarah  Nordstrom,  (sic) 

G:  No.  No,  I  didn't  talk  to  Sara.  I  talked  to  Sara  after 
that  project  was  over. 

J:  His  daughter  Alexis? 

G:  I  spoke  to  her  as  well  some  time  later.  I  spoke  to  his 
living  aunt,  living  uncle. 

J :  That  was  his . . . 

G:  Yeah.  It  was  good.  Good.  And  they  really  saw  him  for 
what  he  was,  as  well.  They  knew  him  in  a  real  manner.  They 
knew  that  he  was  a  big  storyteller. 

S:  Now,  at  this  time  you're  going  around  talking  to  these 
people  and  I  presume  verifying  his  various  degrees  and  his 
education  credentials,  etc.  And  you're  starting  to  see  holes 
in  these  stories,  right?  At  this  point,  it's  still  1980,  are 
you  going,  whoa.  This  guy's  full  of  shit.  Or  are  you  going. 
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know,  here's  an  opportunity.  And  there  was  a  bank  of  Coke 
machines.  And  so,  you  know,  just  out  to  save  some  other  poor 
guy,  I  didn't  take  my  own  life  at  the  time. 

But  it  was  horrible.  I  just  ...  I  came  just  so  close.  And 
I...  My  heart  —  there  was  incredible  pain.  ^One  night  I  just 
couldn't  sleep  and  there  was  this  pain  and  I  just  couldn't 
breathe.  Awful!  It  went  on  for  some  days  over  a  weekend  and 
then  into  the  next  week.  I  think  they  had  me  on  the  stand  for 
10  days,  7  or  8  of  which  were  cross-examination  with  the  great 
Earle  the  pearl  Cooley.  Anyway  ... 

So  that's  what  happened  in  1985  and  they  just  continued  after 
that.  Then  they  culled  my  pc  folders.  And  they  sent  all  the 
most  scurrilous  stuff  out  of  my  pc  folders.  And  they  put  that 
...  filed  the  stuff  in  my  case  in  LA  Superior  Court. 

S:  Well,  you  had  to  have  of  known  that  that  was  going  to 
happen. 

G:  Well,  I  mean,  you  get  a  sense  but  you  really  can't  believe 
it  until  you  see  it.  And  then  you  can't  believe  the  twists 
that  they  and  their  lawyers  put  on  it.  You  know  and  there  was 
this  dream  I  had.  I  had  a  dream  up  in  Portland  in  '85  and  I 
sent  it...  I've  had  very  few  memorable  dreams  in  my  life  and 
only  one  or  two  of  them  have  I  ever  written  down.  And  this 
one  was  so  vivid  and  so  memorable  that  I  wrote  it  down.  And  I 
wrote  it,  I  think,  very  concisely.  It  was  some  of  my  very 
best  literature  because  it  is  really  tight  and  really  good. 
It's  also  really  foul.  The  language  and  the  concepts  are  just 
grotesque.  But  it  was  a  great  dream.  And  I  sent  it  to  Dan 
Sherman  because  he's  my  literary  buddy.  It  ends  up  the  Scinos 
get  it  and  they  got  that!  And  they  want  to  put  that  into 
evidence  in  the  ...  the  Christof ferson  trial! 

That  one,  that  one  followed  me  this  last  year  it  showed  up  in 
Johannesburg  in  South  Africa.  The  organization  provided  it  to 
their  lawyers  over  there  to  attack  me  with.  A  dream!  And 
they  twisted  that  —  that  the  fact  that  I  had  a  dream  was  the 
proof  of  what  a  perverse,  distorted  guy  I  was.  Anyway... 

So,  there  was  a  series  of  things.  When  I  first  arrived  in 

Boston,  in  September  of  '85,  well  October  '85,  they  brought 
criminal,  they  attempted  to  bring  criminal  charges  against 
me  with  the  FBI  for  impersonating  an  FBI  officer.  Five  times 
they  brought  either  flat  out  criminal,  or  quasi-criminal 
contempt  charges  against  me.  And  they  tried  the  same  thing 
in  Marin  County. 

S:  Gerry,  let  me  stop  you  here  for  a  minute.  What  motivates 
you.  I  mean,  why  on  earth  wouldn't  you  say,  "I  did  this.  I 

messed  up.  I  made  a  wrong  choice.  I'm  just  going  to  go  away 

now.  And  have  my  life  and  just  . . .  you  know,  I  have  my  wife 
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and  I  have  our  birds  or..."  whatever  you  guys  had  at  the  time. 
I  don't  remember.  I  used  to  get  Christmas  cards  from  you  guys 
—  I  think  you  had  birds  or  cats  or  something. 

G:  Yeah!  We  had  birds.  That  little  guy  could  talk. 

S:  Nicky? 

G:  Mikey. 

S:  Mikey. 

G :  Right ! 

S :  That ' s  right . 

G:  Anyway,  there  was  a  period  of  time,  December  '86.  It  was 
the  time  of  the  settlement.  And  we'll  get  back  to  the 
settlement  in  a  minute. 

I  felt  that  I  really  could  get  on  with  my  life.  And  I  could 
do  a  number  of  other  things.  I  began  to,  I  mean  I'd  always 
written,  but  I  wrote  seriously.  I  drew  seriously.  I  spent  a 
lot  of  time  doing  my  things.  I  had  my  own  life.  And  I 
maintained  communication  with  my  friends  you  know,  who  I  did 
not  disconnect  as  a  result  of  the  settlement.  The 
organization  may  have  felt  that  I  should  have  or  had  to  or 
that  I  was  contracted  to  but  I  didn't  do  that.  But  I  really 
had  my  own  life  and  I  wasn't  involved  in  anyone's  litigation. 
And  I  didn't  have  to  do  anything  about  them  for  a  period  of 
time. 

But  the  organization  couldn't  quit.  They  couldn't  let  the 
Breckenridge  decision  stand.  They  couldn't  let  my  image 
stand,  whatever  I  represented  to  them  so  they  continued  their 
attack.  They  continued  in  a  false  —  what  they  call  a  Dead 
Agent  pack  that  they  put  out  against  Bent  Corydon  in  1987. 

They  did  it  in  the  Russell  Miller  case,  in  London  in  1987. 

They  filed  8  absolutely  false,  scurrilous  affidavits  regarding 
me,  specific  to  me  in  that  case. 

S:  And  this  was  post-settlement  agreement. 

G:  Post-settlement  agreement.  Gene  Ingram  provided  an  edited 
version  of  the  video  tapes  —  the  illegal  video  tapes  to  the 
London  Sunday  Times. 

S:  Now  let  me  ask  you  something?  In  this  settlement 
agreement,  does  it  clearly  state  that  this  was  not  allowed? 

In  the  settlement  agreement?  I  mean,  were  they  thus  in 
violation  of  the  settlement  agreement? 

G:  In  my  opinion,  yes!  Because  the  settlement  agreement. 
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unless  it  worked  two  ways,  didn't  work  at  all.  But  if  it  was 
only  one-way,  then  they  relieved  me  of  any  duty  to  perform  by 
their  doing  that.  In  other  words,  they  cannot  —  if  the 
settlement  agreement  is  only  a  lop-sided,  one-sided 
settlement  agreement,  that's  fine!  I  honor  it  and  I'm 
silent.  And  I  don't  do  anything  to  violate  jLt.  Then 
everything  works  fine  as  long  as  they  don't.  But  as  soon  as 
they,  in  a  new,  as  they  would  say,  unit  of  time  do  something, 

I  clearly  have  the  constitutional  right  to  respond  and  speak 
out.  They  waived  the  right.  They  had  to  remain  silent 
whether  it  said  they  had  to  remain  silent  or  not. 

Additionally  — 

S:  Did  it  say?  That  they  did?  I  mean,  was  it  one  of  those 
agreements  that  Okay,  we're  just  going  to  both  let  by-gones 
be  by-gones? 

G:  That's  exactly  the  words  in  it,  yes!  Anyone  would 
interpret  it  that  way.  And  anyone  did.  But  they  interpret  it 
by  saying  — 

S:  You  should  let  bygones  be  bygones  and  get  over  it  but  they 
didn't  have  to. 

G:  Not  only  that!  That  they  have  a  right  to  say  whatever 
they  want  and  I  must  remain  silent  even  if  they  can  say  that 
I  was  an  ax  murderer.  And  I  must  remain  silent?  It  doesn't 
work.  But  not  only  that,  I  realized  that  my  silence  was  in 
fact  an  obstruction  of  justice.  Because  all  of  those  people 
who  depended  on  my  testimony,  and  I  have  great  testimony 
regarding  the  fraud  of  Scientology,  was  vital  to  anyone  who'd 
been  defrauded  by  Scientology.  So  I  felt  that  I  really  have 
a  right  and  a  duty  now  to  stand  up  to  the  organization.  I  did 
not  — 


S:  So  you  were  feeling  like  you  were  getting  over  it  and  you 
wanted  to  leave  it  alone  and  you  wanted  to  get  ahold  of  your 
life,  for  a  period  of  time  until  they  began  to  lash  out  at 
you,  at  which  point  you  said,  "Hey,  I  don't  need  to  lay  down, 
for  you  to  run  over  me." 

G:  Well,  there  was  a  series  of  —  even  though  they  published 
the  Corydon  Dead  Agent  pack,  even  though  they  published  the 
material  in  the  Russell  Miller  case  in  1987,  shortly  after  the 
settlement  agreement,  I  didn't  do  anything.  And  I  didn't  do 
anything  until  I  got  a  series  of  telephone  calls  from  Larry 
Heller,  organization  attorney  threatening  me  with  law  —  with 
being  sued  if  I  were  to  even  testify  pursuant  to  a  subpoena. 

So  I  knew  at  this  point,  "This  has  gone  too  far."  And  what 
happened  was  I  was  subpoena'd  to  testify  in  a  deposition  in 
the  Bent  Corydon  case.  Toby  Plevin  subpoenaed  me.  Now  I  had 
maintained  some  communication  with  Bent  because  he  is  my 
friend.  I  had  not  assisted  him  in  any  way  in  his  litigation 
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because  I  had  agreed  not  to  do  that  but  I  knew  that  if  he 
subpoenaed  me,  that  that  was  senior  to  whatever  settlement 
agreement  existed. 

Another  aspect  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  you  should 
know,  was  that  I  was  told  before  signing  it  by  my  lawyer, 

Mike  Flynn,  that  it  was  "not  worth  the  paper  it’s  printed 
on.  You  do  not  have  to  obey  this.  It  cannot  be  enforced.” 

So  I  signed  in  large  part  because  Mike  Flynn  said  that. 

Now,  in  addition  to  that,  Mike  Flynn  had  told  me  through  time 
—  and  I  had  grown  to  understand  that  1)  the  organization  had 
attempted  to  assassinate  him  2)  it  had  destroyed  his  marriage 
and  3)  he  had  to  get  out  of  the  litigation  for  those  reasons. 
So  I  was  faced  with,  if  I  don't  sign,  then  all  of  these  other 
people  don't  get  to  settle,  my  lawyer  can't  get  out  of  the 
litigation,  it's  going  to  go  on  forever,  and  in  addition  to 
that,  I've  been  told  by  my  own  lawyer  it's  unenforceable,  it's 
not  worth  the  paper  it's  printed  on.  So  sure,  I'll  go  ahead 
and  sign  this  thing  and  I  will  even  attempt  to  honor  it 
knowing  that  the  only  hope  for  a  settlement  with  that 
organization  is  if  they  do  change  their  spots  if  they  do 
indeed  turn  over  a  new  leaf,  and  if  they  do  indeed  repudiate 
fair  game.  They  haven't  done  it.  Hence  we  now  are  again 
locked  in  battle. 

S:  Now  what  is  your  present  litigation  with  the  Church  of 
Scientology? 

G:  They  brought  a  lawsuit  to  attempt  to  enforce  the 
settlement  agreement.  Out  of  it  ...  in  May  of  this  last  year, 
there  was  a  hearing  here  in  Los  Angeles,  in  Superior  Court,  in 
front  of  Judge  Sohigian.  The  organization  claims  that  they 
got  a  great  big  win  out  of  it  and  that  I  am  enjoined  pursuant 
to  the  settlement  agreement.  Not  truel  Judge  specifically 
said  that  he  would  not  enforce  the  settlement  agreement  other 
than  one  very  narrow  issue.  The  very  narrow  issue  is  that  I 
cannot  except  pursuant  to  a  subpoena,  assist  someone  intending 
to  file  a  claim  or  pressing  a  claim  against  the  organization. 
Now  that  we  are  appealing  even  that  narrow  ruling,  because 
that's  unenforceable  because  if  you  construe  that  my...  that 
this  video  could  possibly  indirectly  help  someone  in  the 
future,  I  can't  do  this.  And  not  only  that  but  if  you 
consider  that  my  existence  indirectly  or  directly  helps 
someone,  then  I  am  obliged  to  take  my  own  life.  In  other 
words  then  I  must  stop  breathing.  It's  unenforceable  hence  I 
feel  that  I  am  completely  at  liberty  to  associate  with 
whomever  I  want,  to  talk  to  whomever  I  want,  and  I  act  in  life 
that  way. 

And  that  is  in  part  why  I  am  here  at  this  event  now,  why  I 
came  to  the  CAN  Conference. 
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S:  OK,  so  what  are  your  further  plans?  I  mean,  you're  doing 
great,  now.  You've  got  this  luxurious  long  hair. 

G:  I  want  to  run  a  236  marathon. 

S:  236  what?  236  yards? 

G:  2  hour  and  36  minutes  marathon.  And  I  want  to.. 

S :  That ' s  what  you  do ,  you  run . 

G:  I  run.  So  I  want  to  do  that.  And  I  want  to  end  the 
litigation  and  I  want,  you  know,  peace  for  everyone.  I  want 
to  reform  the  economic  system  of  the  world  arid  that's  mainly 
it.  I  don't  have  any  designs  on  the  U.S.  presidency. 

S:  Presently. 

G:  No,  I  can't  have,  I'm  Canadian. 

S:  Oh,  That's  right. 

G:  OK  are  we  done  here? 


End  of  Tape. 


EXHIBIT  K  -  VIDEO  TAPE  OF  NOVEMBER  6,  1992  INTERVIEW 
OF  GERRY  ARMSTRONG  HAS  BEEN  LODGED  WITH  THE  COURT. 
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CASH  CRITIC:  Gerald  Armstrong  of 
San  Anselmo  reflects  on  how  the  world  1 
would  be  a  better  place  without  money 

Is  money 
the  root  of 
problems? 

Critic  of  cash,  credit 
urges  monetary  abolition 

By  Richard  Polito 

Independent  Jcurnal  reporter 


Gerald  Armstrong  has  an  idea  for  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  national  debt  —  write  it  off. 
Forget  it.  It  doesn’t  exist. 

It’s  that  easy. 

The  novel  prescription  for  fixing  the 
fiscal  fiasco  is  only  part  of  Armstrong’s  * 
larger  message  that  money  should  be  abol-  - 
ished.  No  more  pay  checks,  no  more  loan  • 
payments,  no  more  taxes,  and  forget  that , 
$20  you  owed  your  brother-in-law. 

Bank  presidents  would  clean  up  litter. 
Donald  Trump  could  get  a  real  job.  The 
Financial  District  would  be  a  ghost  town  ' 
with  marble  lobbies  —  and  lots  of  park¬ 
ing. 

And  it  all  starts  today. 

In  a  rare  moment  of  realism.  Armstrong 
admits  today’s  deadline  “is  probably  not ' 
going  be  achieved.” 


Renouncing  cash,  credit 

Armstrong,  self-proclaimed  founder  of 
the  Organization  of  United  Renunciants, 
set  the  date  for  people  who  have  taken  his 
“pledge  of  renunciation”  to  stop  using 
money.  Fellow  renunciants  will  renounce 
all  cash  and  credit,  stop  taking  money, 
stop  paying  with  money,  forgive  ail  their 
debts  and  stop  keeping  financial  records. 

The  critic  of  credit  has  already  put  his 
money  where  his  doubts  are.  He  gave  it  all 
away.  And  it  was  more  than  pocket 
change. 

Armstrong  won  an  $800,000  settlement 
in  a  harassment  suit  against  the  Church 
of  Scientology  six  years  ago.  Once  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  inner  circle,  he  is  now  a  vocal 
critic. 

Armstrong  doesn’t  expect  everyone  to 
buy  in  from  the  start,  just  “somewhere  be¬ 
tween  1  and  11  percent.” 

He’s  a  tad  short.  Armstrong  can  count 
only  a  handful  of  friends  as  converts,  but 
he  is  trying  to  get  the  word  out.  Detailed 
proposals  have  gone  out  to  Bill  Clinton, 
Ross  Perot  and  Pete  Wilson  (no  one  has 
tapped  him  for  an  economic  advisory  post 
just  yet.)  He  has  also  written  to  the  New 
York  Times  and  other  mega-media. 

Ted  Koppel  has  not  called. 

Money  considered  valueless 

Armstrong  is  not  discouraged. 

The  monetary  messiah  insists  there  is 
much  about  daily  life  that  will  not  change. 
People  will  still  go  to  work,  shop  at  the 
market  and  pick  out  a  new  car  every  few 
years.  They  just  wouldn’t  exchange  any 
money  along  the  way. 

Money,  in  Armstrong’s  eyes,  has  no 
value  and  the  existence  of  money  has  cre¬ 
ated  entire  industries  that  do  nothing 
more  than  transfer  mythical  essences  of 
value  from  one  account  to  another. 

In  Armstrong’s  cashless  Utopia,  there 
would  be  total  employment  because  peo¬ 
ple  could  do  jobs  they  wanted  to  do  and 
companies  could  employ  more  workers 
because  they  would  not  have  to  pay  them. 
Farmers  would  still  farm.  Autoworkers 
would  still  make  cars.  Sewer  workers 
would  still  shovel  sludge. 

And  Disneyland  would  no  longer  charge 
admission. 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  California  90028. 

On  May  11,  1993  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described  as 
NOTICE  OF  MOTION  AND  MOTION  FOR  CLARIFICATION  OR  ALTERNATIVELY  TO 
REQUIRE  THE  POSTING  OF  AN  UNDERTAKING  PENDING  APPEAL  BY  DEFENDANT 
ARMSTRONG;  MEMORANDUM  OF  POINTS  AND  AUTHORITIES;  DECLARATION  OF 
LAURIE  BARTILSON  AND  EXHIBITS  IN  SUPPORT  THEREOF  on  interested 
parties  in  this  action, 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 

envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  true  copies 

thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  addressed  as  follows: 

PAUL  MORANTZ 
P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[  ]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice  it 
would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on  that 
same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid  at  Los 
Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 


than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  _  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[x]  ** (BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 

envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressees. 

Executed  on  May  11,  1993,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true  and 
correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


Print  of  Type  Name 


Signature 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


